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An area of concern for communication researchers has been 
with the linking of preinteraction beliefs about another to 
outcome measures such as affiliation. This leads to the 
speculation by Cappella and Greene (1982) that if conversational 
behaviors depend solely on the beliefs and perceptions which 
interactors make about an other's behavior, then controlling 
interaction would ultimately depend on controlling attribution 
(Cappella & Greene, 1982). Communication process would be 
relatively unimportant in affecting affiliation. 
Another point of view argues that expectations affect how 
each person influences the other in the course of interaction as 
well as affecting outcome evaluations. In addition, the way one 
responds during an encounter may affect how the person evaluates 
an interaction partner aside from the effect of preinteraction 
expectancies. This represents the link between the structure of 
interaction and outcome. The interplay among expectancies, 
structure and outcome is poorly understood. Literature exists on 
the link between expectancies as a type of input and outcome, but 
the other links have not been examined. No study in the area of 
initial interaction and social cognition has examined the 
separate and combined effects of input and structure on outcome. 
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In order to examine these links, a 3 x 2 between-within 
factors design was used. The first factor represented three 
conditions of preinteraction expectancy: friendly, unfriendly and 
no-expectancy. The no-expectancy condition was a baseline 
condition in which subjects were given no information about their 
interaction partner. The within-factor was experimental role in 
which subjects were designated as perceivers or targets. Targets 
were not given any information about their interaction partner. 
Perceivers and targets were videotaped having a short 
conversation. After a five-minute time period, interactors 
privately filled out measures reflecting interpersonal attraction 
toward their partner. Results representing the input-outcome 
link revealed that on many attraction dimensions (e.g., warmth), 
there were no differences between perceiver . expectancies. 
Examination of the input-structure link revealed unfriendly~ 
expectancy perceivers initiated talk and had longer average 
duration per occurrence of gaze and talk. 
There was evidence for the accommodation of preinteraction 
expectancies to fit with the situational observation of an other 
displaying friendliness behaviors. For unfriendly and no-
expectancy perceivers, there was a positive correlation between 
the duration of friendliness behaviors (e.g., verbalizations, 
gaze, smiling/laughter, gestures) and ratings of attraction. 
Results are discussed in terms of Ickes and his colleagues 
speculation on unfriendly-expectancy perceivers discounting 
situational behavior because of their approaching the target. 
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Along this line, Hilton and Darley's (1985) interaction goals 
analysis in which interactors in · initial interaction try to 
facilitate having a smooth and friendly encounter by approaching 
the other and hoping the other will match the approaching 
behaviors is discussed. 
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The purpose of this research was to examine the linkages 
between input, the structure of interaction and outcome judgments 
in in~tial interaction. A social-cognitive perspective was taken 
in which the processing of information was examined as a 
consequence of preinteraction expectancies and conversational 
behaviors. The literature on belief persev~rance paints a 
picture of individuals adherring to a priori, implicit theories 
of event co-occurrence even in the face of new, contradictory 
evidence. On the other hand, a few studies in which interaction 
has been allowed between individuals reveaks that individuals are 
sometimes willing to modify their preinteraction beliefs in order 
to account for new, observed behavior that may be inconsistent 
with the preinteraction expectancy (Bond, 1972; Coutts, 
Schneider, & Montgomery, 1980). 
When interaction is ex~mined, the question arises of how 
individuals accommodate or change their preinteraction 
expectan~ies to account for new information gained in an 
encounter. Studies of accommodation processes are lacking since 
the perspective of only one interactor has generally been 
revealed. This research examines sources of affect on outcome 
evaluations from the perspective of both interactors in a dyadic 
encounter. Some scholars have argued that interaction is nothing 
more than a medium or channel in which to reinforce preexisting 
beliefs (Davis, 1973). If this is true, then the role of 
X 
face-to-face communication in changing impressions of an other is 
minimized since controlling attribution would ultimately depend 
on controlling an individual's beliefs about an other before the 
other is encountered. 
This study was concerned with how individuals in initial 
interaction evaluate each other on the basis of preinteraction 
beliefs and observation of the other's actual communication 
behavior. If outcome ratings reveal changes in beliefs, then 
there is evidence for the importance of communication affecting 
outcome. This study sought to explain more about how the 
structure of interaction is affected by input and in turn, 
affects outcome evaluations toward an other. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
EFFECTS OF EXPECTANCIES AND RESPONSES ON 
OUTCOME EVALUATIONS 
1 
Human communication serves many functi9ns. One of those 
functions, power, has been one of the most studied aspects of 
communication. However, the function of interpersonal attraction 
and affiliation is of no less importance. Affiliative behaviors 
which signal that an individual is attracted to another and 
reports of behaviors have been found to affect such communicative 
outcomes as interpersonal attraction (Bell & Daly, 1984; Ickes, 
1983) and uncertainty reduction (Gudykunst & Nishida, 1984; 
Sunnafrank, 1986). 
The function of affiliation is central to the maintenance 
and development of such important types of relationships as 
friendship, romantic, and, of course marital relationships (Duck, 
1986). It should come as no surprise, then, that people place a 
high premium on assessing the degree to which others like them 
and wish to seek deeper affective relationships with them. 
People are concerned about reducing uncertainty about others' 
affiliative tendencies toward them. 
Ickes, Patterson, Rajecki, and Tanford (1982) provide one of 
the most informative studies concerning the link between 
uncertainty reduction and attraction. In the following pages, I 
demonstrate the importance of their study, posit hypotheses that 
extend on Ickes et al., and provide data relevant to the 
hypotheses. Before doing that, let us return to the issue of 
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uncertainty reduction and how it should be studied. 
Berger and Calabrese (1975) theorize that strangers in 
initial interaction have a strong desire to reduce uncertainty. 
The reduction of uncertainty allows for greater predictability of 
another's behavior. As people reduce uncertainty, they build a 
knowledge base about each other. New information which is gained 
may be learned from other's reports or their may be direct 
observation of someone else (Berger, 1979). New information may 
be integrated with preexisting knowledge concerning the other. 
By using available information, a person can make causal 
attributions which serve to explain present actions of another 
person (Berger, 1975). Thus, it is important to examine how 
individuals process information they obtain about each other and 
how this affects outcome. evaluations. 
Three components of any communicative exchange interact with 
each other to influence uncertainty reduction. The first 
component is input. Generally, inputs are any source of 
information influence or energy that enters a. system prior to or 
during its operation that affects the process and/or its results. 
In the case of uncertainty reduction, this includes any 
preexisting beliefs that an individual has concerning the person 
about whom uncertainty is to be reduced. 
A second component is structure. Structure has been defined 
as the pattern of action displayed by a system in operation. 
Thus, structure may involve both temporal and nontemporal 
patterns of action displayed in the process of social interaction 
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(Poole, Folger, & Hewes, 1987). Both inputs, prior belief, and 
the structure of our interaction with others (how they respond to 
us and we to them) should affect the third component, the outcome 
or the "output" of the interaction. In other words, inputs, 
prior beliefs, and the structure of interaction should affect the 
judgments we make about others and their affiliative orientation 
toward us as we reduce uncertainty. 
A complete theory of uncertainty reduction in affiliation 
and attraction requires an understanding of the relationships 
among inputs, process, and the outcome of uncertainty reduction. 
If researchers explore only the relationship between initia~ 
beliefs (inputs) and outcome judgments of the other (outputs), 
for instance, they may miss the essential contribution of 
communication (process) in the reduction of uncertainty. In much 
of this kind of research, initial beliefs about the other's 
affiliative orientation are seen as essentially unchanging 
(Sampson, 1981). In Piaget's (1983) terms,- all information is 
"assimilated" into pre-existing beliefs. 
On the other hand, if one focuses only on the relationship 
of process to outcome, excluding inputs, the implication is that 
each interaction begins de novo. No history shared with the 
other person, no experience garnered in interaction with others, 
and no information gleaned indirectly about the other person has 
any impact on one's judgments about the other person. In 
Piaget's (1983) terms, all prior beliefs are "accommodated" to 
the results of social interaction. Clearly, neither of these two 
extremes takes place. Uncertainty reduction generally, and in 
the case of affiliation, is accomplished by the interplay of 
assimilation and accommodation (Piaget, 1983; Sampson, 1981). 
Thus, any reasonable explanation of the impact of communication 
on impressions of other people entails the study of the 
individual and conjoint effects of inputs and process on 
uncertainty reduction. 
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Unfortunately, few studies have explored uncertainty 
reduction in this way and fewer still have concerned themselves 
with affiliative tendencies. In the review to follow, I examine 
research in terms of four theoretical linkages: input-outcome, 
input-structure, structure-outcome, and the conjoint effects of 
input and structure on outcome. The discussion of each reveals 
both the theoretical reasons for examining these linkages 
separately while at the same time illustrating the limitations of 
doing so. Then, in Chapter Two, I tie these insights to a set of 
hypotheses concerning the linkages between inputs, structure and 
outcome in enhancing affiliation in initial interaction. 
Input-Outcome 
"Perception itself depends on the skill and experience of 
the perceiver-on what he knows in advance" (Neisser, 1976, p. 
13). Uncertainty reduction can occur before an interaction has 
begun. People often enter conversations with expectancies of how 
others will respond. Such expectancies may come from reports of 
others, previous observations of the target or observing other 
persons judged to be similar to the target. Having an expectancy 
5 
is an example of theory-driven uncertainty reduction. Berger 
(1975) describes how this type of uncertainty reduction occurs 
when an individual uses a knowledge base about another regardless 
of new information obtained from an interaction. In the social 
cognitio~ literature, there has been considerable emphasis placed 
· an person's implicit theories of co-occurrence which guide the 
interpretation of information (Crocker, 1981; Nisbett & Ross, 
1980). People may interpret current information in line with 
their preexisitng beliefs. For example, eye gaze by an intimate 
may be viewed as a sign of affiliation. Eye gaze by a stranger 
may be viewed as impolite on the since strangers are not supposed 
to look at others for an extended time. Here, knowledge of the 
relationship guides the interpretation of the behavior. Input 
and process conjointly produce output in the form of the 
interpretation. Unfortunately, this simple insight has not 
always been recognized as significant. 
For example, Nisbett and Ross (1980) argue that when people 
have an "implicit theory" about what behavior should occur before 
encountering any evidence, whether the evidence supports the 
preexisting beliefs or not, the impact of the evidence will be 
minimized in favor of the "implicit theory." Since they argue 
that people often adhere to their beliefs even in the face of 
contradictory evidence, input, beliefs, i.e., "implicit 
theories," can be said to detrmine outcomes regardless of 
interaction structure such as the exposure to the evidence of 
actual behavior. 
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Jennings, Amabile and Ross (1982) have reviewed a number 
of studies in the area of covariation judgments. They reach 
virtually the same conclusion. They conclude that individuals' 
preconceptions about what should happen in a given domain are 
liable to strongly influence what is detected, what is not 
detected and what is seen that is not really there. For example, 
Duncan (1976) provided evidence for this when he demonstrated 
that White subjects who viewed a videotape tended to describe a 
shove as "violent" when the perpetrator was Black. The shove was 
described as "horsing around" when the perpetrator was White. In 
a study on recall for events that confirmed one's expectancies, 
Rothbart, Evans, and Fulero (1979) found support for a confirming 
pattern of recall in which subjects with an expectation that 
another would be friendly or intelligent remembered confirming 
behaviors better than subjects with no expectancy. In addition, 
there was no better recall for disconfirming behaviors. 
In the same vein, Ross, Lepper, and Hubbard (1975) argue for 
an assimilation bias in interpreting current information. 
Current, available information is perceived as supportive and 
compatible with preexisting beliefs. Once formed, initial 
impressions distort the attributional processes through which 
forthcoming evidence is interpreted. Subjects had a task where 
they were trying to decide which notes had been written by 
suicide victims. They were given false feedback on the success 
or failure of their judgments. The subjects were later explained 
that the feedback was a deception. Persons persisted in their 
false feedback beliefs that they were good or bad at the task as 
revealed in postdebriefing measures. Thus, there is eviden~e 
that input influences outcome ratings even in the face of 
contradictory evidence. 
7 . 
In another study linking input to outcome, Cohen and Ebbesen 
(1979) looked at the bias of one's beliefs in forming impressions 
of another person. When some subjects were told their task was 
to form an impression of the target in a videotape they would be 
viewing, their judgments were more strongly influenced by their 
implicit personality theories than those of other subjects who 
were told their task was simply to remember what happened on the 
tape. Thus, input in the form of a task influenced subjects' 
judgments. 
Langer and Abelson (1974) have revealed the impact of labels 
and background on outcome. Clinicians representing two schools 
of thought watched a videotape of a person being interviewed. 
Some clinicians believed the person was a mental patient. More 
traditional therapists described the "patient" as more disturbed 
than when he was thought to be a job applicant. On the other 
hand, behavioral therapists described the person as relatively 
well adjusted regardless of their previewing belief. 
Nisbett and Ross (1980) review studies in illusory 
correlation and theories of co-occurrence (e.g., Chapman & 
Chapman, 1967, 1969; Hamilton, 1979). Their conclusion is 
succinct. "In particular, it appears that a priori theories or 
expectations may be more important to perception of covariation 
than are the actually observed data configurations" (Nisbett & 
Ross, 1980, p. 10). 
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These insights drawn from a wide range of judgmental tasks 
can be applied to the special case of uncertainty reduction about 
another's level of affiliation. A very pertinent study examining 
the link between this input and outcome was done by Ickes, 
Patterson, RaJecki, and Tanford (1982). They revealed that 
perceiver expectancies about a target's presumed level of 
friendliness or similarity influenced outcome ratings of 
attraction to the target. Targets expecting to be friendly were 
later evaluated as being more compassionate, sensitive, sincere, 
and trustworthy compared to the reports of unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers. In addition, friendly-expectancy perceivers rated 
their target partners as being more attractive than persons 
having no expectancy of the target's friendliness. A second study 
in which expectancies of similarity (similar vs. dissimilar 
other) were manipulated revealed that similar-expectancy 
perceivers rated the target as more likable, friendly, and warm. 
Input-outcome studies have lead some cognitive psychologists 
to conclude that behaviors which are consistent with previously 
held beliefs are more likely to be remembered and used as support 
for preinteraction expectancies (Ebbesen, 1981; Nisbett & Ross, 
1980). The assumption is that there is a selective filtering of 
information which is guided by the beliefs so that behavior is 
interpreted in light of these beliefs (Ebbesen, 1981). If this 
is true, then there is no need to look at the structure of 
communication. Presumably, we could look at a person's 
preinteraction beliefs and measure their postinteraction 
attraction toward another person. It would be unimportant to 
examine what actually occurred in the interaction since the 
expectancies would be guiding the interpretation of the 
behaviors. Yet, in some cases the person may not adhere 
completely to their expectancies. Instead, the individual could 
be more influenced by the observation of the other's behavior. 
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A study by Hilton and Darley (1985) provided support for the 
situation providing information. Some perceivers were told that 
a target would be cold while others had no expectancy. Some 
targets were told their partners expected them to be cold while 
others received no information. Expectancy confirmation occurred 
only when perceivers with expectancies interacted with targets 
who did not know about the perceiver's expectancies of input 
beliefs. Thus, the effect of input beliefs may be weakened when 
targets are aware of the other's preconception. Corrective 
feedback by the target may influence the perceiver to change 
their evaluation of the target. 
Examination of the input-outcome relationship is only one 
link in the chain of interaction. Still, cognitive researchers 
have stressed the theory-driven conception of interpreting 
behavior (Crocker, 1981; Nisbett & Ross, 1980) while the actual 
contribution of situational information in terms of interaction 
behavior has received little emphasis. Yet, as interactors we 
may face what Metalsky and Abramson (1981) refer to as "cognitive 
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dilemmas" where expectations about what another will be like and 
situational observation are incongruent. Communicators may 
interpret behavior in line with their expectancies thus 
reflecting the assimilation bias or they may ~einterpret 
previously held beliefs in favor of the observed behavior. Thus, 
the perceiver may accommodate the expectancies to fit with 
observed behavior. The outcome in this case is that ratings of a 
target's .attraction are modified after an interaction in response 
to the behavior of the target. 
Of course, assimilation and accommodation are not mutually 
exclusive alternatives. Piaget (1983) speaks of an equilibrium 
between assimilation and accommodation processes. There is no 
assimilation without some accommodation. Piaget argues that 
infants accommodate preexisting schemas to the world but that 
accommodation is capable "only within certain limits imposed by 
the necessity of preserving the corresponding assimilatory 
structure" (p. 107). 
Assimilation is necessary to the extent that it assures the 
continuity of structures and the addition of new information to 
preexisting structures. Yet, when this kind of information 
processing supercedes accommodation, thought occurs in an 
egocentric or even autistic direction (Piaget, 1983). On the 
other hand, when accommodation prevails, the processing of 
information is thought to be untidy and inefficient since 
imitation is present. "New" information may actually be 
redundant and imitate previous information. Piaget indicates 
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that a combination or equilibrium between assimilation and 
accommodation makes it possible for us to take the point of view 
of other subject~ or objects. 
Summary and Implications. Input-output studies stress the 
importance of preinteraction beliefs affecting output beliefs. 
As a result, affiliation is the result of input in the form of 
positive, preinteraction expectancies concerning another's 
dispositions. Thus, it would seem that interaction structure was 
merely a conduit to reinforce input beliefs. Judgments about 
affiliation is reduced prior to interaction through theory-driven 
uncertainty. The analysis of only the input-output linkage 
ignores the potential, mediating influence of interaction 
behavior on outcome. The next section explores this linkage. 
Input-Structure 
A gap exists in our knowledge on the link between input and 
structure. Cappella and Greene (1982) indicate that it is 
important to determine if behavior in conversation depends solely 
on the beliefs and perceptions which interactants make about 
another's behavior, since controlling interaction would then 
ultimately depend on controlling prior beliefs. Thus, 
uncertainty would always be theory-driven because uncertainty 
would reduced sufficiently by a person merely having an 
expectation of what the other will be like. Few studies have 
examined the direct link between input and structure. The 
studies which have been done are incomplete representations 
because they report only the interaction perspective of one 
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interactant (the one holding experimentally manipulated 
expectations). The behavior of the other is often not reported. 
One study examining the relationship between input and 
structure is reported by Coutts, Schneider, and Montgomery 
(1980). Before an interaction some subjects received information 
in which they were led to believe they would be interacting ~ith 
a person who had negative or positive qualities. The target was 
a confederate who manipulated her behavior by increasing or 
decreasing eye gaze, smiles, and a more direct body orientation. 
It was initially posited that negative-perceivers would not match 
or compensate to the confederate's increased involvement 
while positive-perceivers would match or reciprocate the 
confederate's increased involvement. Presumably, the increased 
involvement was reciprocated by the negative-perceiver which in 
turn induced the increased involvement. 
A strength of the study by Coutts and his associates is that 
the behaviors of both interactors were reported and contrasted 
with each other. However, a problem involved the use of a 
trained accomplice who was used in 40 separate interactions. 
Coutts et al. (1980) acknowledge this problem in footnote 2 of 
their report where they write: 
Several hours were devoted to training the accomplice 
in the enactment of her role to ensure that her 
behavior did not differ, except as intended, across the 
experimental conditions. Ideally, of course, it would 
have been preferable to have used more than one 
accomplice and to have arranged the accomplice reaction 
manipulation in a manner which would have permitted the 
accomplice to remain blind as to the particular 
condition (positive or negative) of the subject 
(p. 549). 
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Where possible, it is better to use naive targets who are 
not aware of the perceiver's expectancies. Furthermore, target 
behavior would not be contrived and hence, more spontaneous. 
Since the behaviors for the confederate were controlled by the 
experimenter in the Coutts et al. study, we really only have the 
perspective of the perceiver. While the behaviors of both 
perceiver and accomplice were analyzed, we must keep in mind that 
the design of the experiment allowed for no natural variation in 
the behavior of one interactor, the accomplice. 
Another study which has examined aspects of the 
input-structure link is the one mentioned earlier by Ickes et al. 
(1982). They reported on what they referred to as reciprocal and 
compensatory behaviors in conditions where the perceiver either 
expected to interact with a friendly or unfriendly target. 
Reciprocity was said to occur when the perceiver viewed the 
target's anticipated behavior as desireable such that the 
perceiver should tend to match the target's anticipated 
behavior. Reciprocity was also presumed to be operating when the 
perceiver viewed the target's anticipated behavior as 
undesireable but believed the target's behavior was modifiable 
via the norm of reciprocity. Furthermore, reciprocity was said 
to exist when the perceiver viewed the target's anticipated 
behavior as undesirable but the perceiver did not know to, was 
unwilling to, or was unable to display a contrasting pattern of 
behavior that, if matched by the target, would make the target's 
behavior more desireable. 
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Compensation was assumed to occur when the perceiver viewed 
the target's anticipated behavior as undesireable, but believed 
it was modifiable via the norm of reciprocity and is aware of and 
willing and able to display a contrasting pattern of behavior 
that, if matched by the target, would render the target's 
behavior more desirable. Thus, reciprocity and compensation were 
structural equivalents. The only thing differentiating them was 
the presumed underlying motivation behind approaching the target 
and hoping the target would respond in kind. 
A third experimental condition was the no-expectancy or 
no-induction condition in which subjects were not primed to 
expect any behavior reflecting a friendly or unfriendly 
disposition. As earlier indicated, a second study contrasted 
expectancies of interacting with a similar or dissimilar target 
in which the interaction would presumably be pleasant or 
unpleasant. It was found that perceivers in the 
friendly-expectancy condition increased eye contact and talk when 
compared to the no-expectancy condition. This was also found in 
the unfriendly-expectancy condition compared to the no-expectancy 
condition. 
In contrast to the Ickes et al. (1982) conception of 
reciprocity in terms of anticipated behavior, Cappella (1981) 
notes that different beliefs about an interaction partner may be 
linked to structure as revealed in actual matching or not 
matching the partner's behavior. Cappella refers to the former 
(matching behavior) as "reciprocity" while latter (nonmatching) 
is called "compensation." Reference to reciprocity and 
compensation here follows Cappella's usage of the terms on the 
basis of structural differences. 
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According to C~ppella, adjustments in behavior as a response 
to changes in the other person's involvement reflect the 
structure of the interaction. In this sense, Ickes and his 
associates did not analyze all of the structure. Target behavior 
was only reflected in one analysis where the means for the 
perceiver and target were contrasted on the duration of 
behaviors. It was reported that perceivers engaged in more talk, 
eye gaze, and smiling than targets; however, neither means nor 
individual t-test results were reported. Furthermore, no 
analysis was done to determine who influenced whom and in what 
ways. Therefore, we do not know if the perceiver's expectancy 
influenced target or the perceiver's own behavior, or both. 
Ickes and his associates could only speculate that perceiver 
expectancies affected target responses. By arraying both 
interactant's behaviors over time, we can determine the structure 
of the behavior and, thus, the direction of influence. The first 
step to this more complete analysis is to report target behavior 
over time in conjunction with perceiver behavior. 
It is clear that input-structure studies like those of Ickes 
and his associates (1982) reveal that expectancies affected a 
perceiver's increase in nonverbal approaching behaviors. 
However, these studies suffer from two major deficiencies. The 
first is the failure to take into account the behavior of the 
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target. Ignoring target behavior paints an incomplete picture of 
dyadic influence since we have only the perspective of one 
interactant. Thus, generalizations about reciprocal and 
compensatory strategies may be misleading since only approaching 
strategies are really reflected in which an individual 
"approaches" the other hoping the other person will reciprocate 
thus creating a favorable level of intimacy in the conversation. 
Secondly, Ickes et al. (1983) failed to examine the link 
between the structure of interaction and outcome evaluations. As 
a result we are missing the effect of behavioral responses on 
outcome. 
Based on preinteraction expectancies, a matching or 
nonmatching response may be used. Various explanations of why 
these responses occur have placed emphasis on behavioral 
description and information processing (e.g., Cappella & Greene, 
1982; Patterson, 1976; Street & Giles, 1982). For example, if 
one had an expectancy that another would be outgoing, then one 
could facilitate the coordination of interaction by converging 
toward the other. This could be done by increasing eye gaze, 
leaning forward, using agreements, smiling and using gestures to 
convey involvement in the interaction. On the other hand, if one 
still wanted to converge toward the other but expected him or her 
to be relatively unfriendly or aloof in the conversation, one may 
still do these behaviors but this would represent a different 
motivation behind the increase of involvement behaviors. One 
would be approaching the other in order to make the unfriendly 
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person more pleasant and facilitate interaction. These response 
modes may directly affect perceiver outcome ratings of attraction 
to one's interact~on partner as well as evaluations of a 
partner's level of involvement, sociability, rapport, and the 
degree to which a perceived believed he/she influenced the other 
or was in turn influenced by the other's behavior. Yet, the 
behavior of both parties needs to be measured and reported. 
By failing to look at target behavior, the behaviors 
reported to be used by the perceiver can only be surmised to 
compensate for the target's "expected" behaviors and not the 
target's actual behavior. As indicated, a compensatory strategy 
was said to occur when the perceiver viewed the target's expected 
behaviors as undesireable but believed it was modifiable via 
reciprocity. Furthermore, the perceiver had to be aware willing, 
and able to display involvement behaviors that if matched by the 
target would make the target's behavior more desireable. Yet, 
actual target matching was not tested and any reference to 
reciprocity or matching was misleading since it really meant the 
perceiver was approaching the target regardless of what the 
target was doing. 
Reporting on a perceiver's approaching behaviors does not 
tell us anything about the true structure of interaction in terms 
of behavioral response modes. Therefore, we do not know how 
actual reciprocity and compensation would affect outcome 
evaluations. Reciprocity and compensation can only be reported 
as occurring when both interactant's behaviors are reported 
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(Cappella, 1983). 
Sampson (1981) aptly notes the deficiency of studies in 
social cognition for not adequately looking at the behavior of 
both interactants. He argues that these studies focus on a 
"subject-object" relationship where the object is some external 
stimulus to the subject and the subject can be likened to a 
perceiver. Sampson states that the literature in cognition 
depicts objects as products of individual mental operations and 
reasoning. In essence, the subject is presumed to be active and 
organizing information while the object is more passive and 
unchanging . Sampson (1981) observes that, "inquiry is rarely if 
ever addressed to the manner by which objects or situations 
themselves constituted or cast and so appear as elements in the 
life world of the subject; in most accounts, reality remains an 
individualistic construction--its social ... constitution is 
ignored" (p. 734). If we substitute perceiver for subject and 
interaction for object in Sampson's argument, then we have an 
adequate description of perceiver/target studies such as Ickes et 
al. where the target's behaviors are virtually ignored. If we 
ignore the target's behaviors, then we have only the perspective 
of the perceiver. 
Many studies in the area of social cognition have used 
designs similar to the one use by Ickes and his associates in 
which the target behavior is virually ignored. Dyadic 
interaction has been looked at from one individual's perspective: 
that of a perceiver who enters an interaction with some knowledge 
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about the other person, often referred to as a target. The 
knowledge is often manipulated by an experimenter who primes · the 
perceiver to expect the target to act in a certain way because of 
some personality trait. For example, Snyder and Swann (1978) had 
interviewers who were trying to determine if a person was 
introverted or extraverted ask a series of questions which could 
confirm if the interviewees were of the personality description. 
-Interviewers rated their interviewees in line with their 
hypothesis testing. Interviewers trying to determine if a person 
was introverted chose more questions indicative of having this 
disposition (e.g., Do you like to stay home?). They also rated 
the person as more introverted than interviewers trying to 
determine if a person were extraverted who also asked 
confirmatory questions reflecting a tendency to be extraverted. 
In studies like Snyder and Swann, we could presume that the 
target's behavior would affect perceiver impressions aft~r an 
interaction has occurred so that the perceiver's expectancies may 
be modified or accommodated to fit with the information gained 
from observing the target during interaction. Unfortunately, the 
design of many of these studies have precluded analysis of the 
target's influence on the perceiver since target behaviors are 
not reported. The closest thing to reflecting target behavior 
has been observer ratings of the target's behaviors in response 
to the perceiver. 
Another example is a study by Swann and Ely (1984). They 
conducted a study on the "battle of wills" between perceivers and 
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targets. When targets were very certain of their self-
conceptions (being introverted or extraverted) and interacted 
with a perceiver expecting the target to be opposite of their 
self-conception over three successive interview sessions, 
analyses of the target's self-ratings revealed that 
self-verification occurred when targets were very certain of 
their self-conceptions. Behavioral confirmation of perceiver 
expectancies tended to occur only when the perceivers were 
certain of their expectancies and targets were uncertain of their 
self-conceptions. Behavioral confirmation was measured by naive 
judges' ratings of targets' responses. Judges listened to taped 
dialogues between perceivers and targets in each interview 
session. The judges rated the target's extroversion on Snyder 
and Swann's (1978) ten extraversion scales. Swann and Ely 
surmised that whenever it is easy for targets to provide 
perceivers with corrective feedback, expectancy effects will be 
rare. Yet, they could only surmise this since judges' ratings of 
target behavior were reported rather than the actual target 
behavior. 
Even when target behavior is analyzed, the behaviors may not 
reveal meaningful differences. For example in the Hilton and 
Darley (1985) study, they analyzed the frequency and duration of 
each interactor's speaking turn, vocalizations, pauses within a 
turn, switching pauses between participants, simultaneous speech, 
and interruptions. No differences between manipulation of 
perceivers' expectancies or the manipulation of targets' 
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knowledge of the expectancies were revealed. However, various 
immediacy behaviors (Mehrabian, 1971) such as eye gaze, 
smiling/laughter, body lean and body orientation were not 
analyzed. For example in reviewing the literature on nonverbal 
immediacy in interpersonal communication, Andersen (1983) 
indicates that gaze is an invitation to communicate and signals a 
person's "availability" for communication. In addition, smiles 
have been reported as predicting affiliation (Gutse11 & Andersen, 
1980), forward body lean communicates greater immediacy (Trout 
and Rosenfeld, 1980) and an open body position communicates more 
warmth (Andersen, 1983). 
Aside from the omission of theoretically interesting 
immediacy behaviors, no analysis for interactor influence on each 
other was done in the Hilton and Darley (1985) study. The data 
were analyzed distributionally rather than sequentially (see 
Hewes 1985, for a discussion of these kinds of analyses). Hilton 
and Darley acknowledged their scales may have been insensitive to 
differences in behavior or that they analyzed the wrong 
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behaviors. Furthermore, a sequential analysis of the behaviors 
might have revealed the direction of influence between target and 
perceiver. This is important because cold-expectancy perceivers 
changed their ratings of the target after the interaction was 
over. Yet, does this change correspond with the target 
influencing the perceiver's responses or the perceiver 
influencing the target? The structure of interaction can be 
linked to outcome ratings. Even if structure is represented from 
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the viewpoint of both interactors, the question arises about how 
it may be linked to outcome. The influence of the interactors on 
each other can be examined. Various models of communication 
influence can be constructed depending on the theoretical 
presumption of the role of communication in affecting outcome. 
An example of this is found in the small group communication 
literature. Hewes (1986) argues for the use of baseline models 
in the area of group decision-making in order to determine if 
communication has an influence on outcome in the form of group 
decisions. Processes of communication need to be contrasted with 
an appropriate baseline model. Hewes also notes that even when a 
baseline condition is assessed, noninteractive factors may create 
the illusion of communication influence. One way to control for 
this is by manipulating a priori theoretically interesting 
factors. Differences between the manipulated conditions and the 
baseline condition may reveal the magnitude of communication 
differences. 
Summary and Implications. There are few input-structure 
studies that examine affiliative behavior. Those that have been 
reported have ignored the target's behavior influencing the 
perceiver's affiliative behavior. However, the link between 
structure and outcome is a part of the reduction o-f uncertainty 
about affiliation. As will be shown in the next section, 
behavioral response modes of reciprocity and compensation in 
various manipulated conditions (e.g., distressed versus 
nondistressed couples) can be linked to output evaluations of 
affiliation toward an interaction partner. This reprsents the 
link between the structure of interaction and outcome. 
Structure-Outcome 
While some work has been done on the relationship between 
communicative behaviors and outcome, Cappella (1984) has called 
for more research. However, merely describing interaction 
behaviors contributes little to communication theory unless 
postinteraction consequences are known. 
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If we view marital happiness as an outcome rather than a 
type of input, then research by Gottman (1979) provides findings 
relevant to the structure-outcome link. For example, he has 
found that unhappily married couples reciprocate statements 
expressing feelings about problems. Happily married couples tend 
to follow a problem feeling statement with an agreement. 
Gottman's research takes into account the behaviors of both 
spouses and describes the sequences of interaction between them. 
One way to link structure to outcome. is to assume that 
nonverbal behaviors serve different functions. Patterson (1982) 
has developed a functional classification of nonverbal behaviors. 
It is necessary to distinguish between nonverbal behaviors (e.g., 
gaze) and the outcome potentially served by the behaviors (e.g., 
signal intimacy, involvement). Shrout and Fiske (1981) did a 
study in which they coded nonverbal behaviors from eight behavior 
families from brief segments of videotaped conversations. It was 
found that frequency of smiles, filled pauses, head nods, eye 
gaze, and short back-channel rate accounted for a sizable amount 
of the variance in judge's evaluations of the sociability of 
persons on the tapes. Burgoon and her associates (1984) have 
also reported that increased eye contact, a close seating 
distance, forward body lean, and the presence of smiling/touch 
resulted in impressions of higher intimacy and immediacy while 
the opposite combination of these behaviors signified greater 
detachment. Thus, various combinations of nonverbal behaviors 
can signal affiliation as a type of outcome. 
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A series of studies by Ickes and his colleagues reflect the 
structure-outcome link in initial interaction. Ickes and Barnes 
(1977) looked at the effects of sex and self-monitoring on 
interaction and postinteraction ratings of attraction. Subjects 
were paired together on the basis of their scores on Snyder's 
(1974) self-monitoring scale. Dyads were videotaped for five 
minutes. Afterwards, they completed a questionnaire on the 
impressions of their own and the other person's behavior. 
Results indicated that higher self-monitors within each dyad 
were more likely to initiate conversation and that dyads 
comprised of females compared to male dyads showed more eye gaze, 
direct body orientation, talk, and close seating distance. There 
were more periods of silence in dyads comprised of high and low 
self-monitors. 
Outcome ratings revealed that high self-monitors paired with 
lows were more self-conscious and that the higher self-monitor 
always felt a greater need to talk. Furthermore, low 
self-monitors rated high self-monitors as having directed the 
conversation more even though high self-monitors saw themselves 
as having been no more directive. 
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In another - study using a similar design, Ickes and Barnes 
(1978) examined interaction in mixed-sex dyads and the 
relationship to sex role identification. Using the Bern Sex Role 
Inventory (Bern, 1974), subjects were classified as sex-typed 
(adopting a stereotypically masculine or feminine role) or 
androgynous (display either masculine or feminine behavior 
depending on the situation). Findings revealed that subjects in 
pure sex-typed dyads had lesser amounts of talk, smiles, 
laughter, gaze, and gestures than subjects in the other dyad 
types. In addition, there was less attraction in the sex-typed 
dyads than in the other dyad compositions. 
Ickes, Schermer, and Steene (1979) repeated the study of 
Ickes and Barnes (1978) except they analyzed same-sex dyads. 
Results revealed that talking, eye gaze, and gestures occurred 
more in androgynous dyads regardless of sex composition. 
However, outcome measures revealed higher satisfaction with the 
interaction in dyads containing sex-typed males. Presumably, 
this was because sex-typed males who are not disposed to be 
highly involved in interaction would be satisfied with a low 
level of interaction. 
The studies described in this section have linked the 
behavior of interactors to outcome measures of interpersonal 
attraction. However, as indicated in the section on the link 
between input and structure, there are deficiencies in reporting 
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the structure of the interaction. Either one interactor's 
behaviors are ignored as in studies like those of Snyder and 
Swann (1978) or patterns of response have not directly been 
tested for their effect on outcome. For example, response modes 
of reciprocity and compensation have not been analyzed for their 
effect on postinteraction evaluations of attraction. We would 
presume that reciprocity would be associated with positive 
outcomes such as higher levels of attributed warmth, 
friendliness, and interpersonal satisfaction (Ickes et al., 
1982). 
Summary and Implications. The studies reviewed here have 
provided us another part of the interaction picture of reducing 
uncertainty about affiliation. Analyzing response modes involves 
the joint behavior of both interactors as they influence another. 
While Gottman's (1979) studies on marital interaction demonstrate 
the sequences of interaction, there is a problem in deciding if 
marital happiness represents outcome. In fact, happiness would 
appear to reflect input before the observed interaction since the 
couples are classified as happy/unhappy before the interaction on 
the basis of questionnaire scores. Furthermore, the couples have 
a long history of interaction and thus, a substantial knowledge 
base. The knowledge base reduces uncertainty (theory-driven 
uncertainty) about another's actions. Thus, input affects the 
interaction and the interaction between input and structure 




The input that an individual takes into an interaction and 
the structure of the interaction will jointly affect outcome. 
Even Nisbett who has strongly argued for the perseverance of 
beliefs despite contradictory information being made available 
(Nisbett & Ross,l980), has indicated that in some cases, exposure 
to new information may lead a person to question their initial 
belief. The new information may reconfirm the original 
attribution (assimilation) or the new information may result in 
some modification of the initial belief (accommodation). Thus, 
input and new information as revealed in behavior can interact to 
affect new evaluations. Aspects of this interaction is revealed 
by taking a functional approach to analyzing behavior. 
Earlier it was noted how Patterson (1982) assumes behaviors 
serve different functions. If this is true, the functions emerge 
as a consequence of input and the behaviors which are observed. 
Eye gaze by an intimate may be seen as a sign · of affiliation. 
Eye gaze by ·a stranger could be interpreted as staring or an 
invasion of privacy. The point is that background knowledge and 
expectancies which someone has toward an other will affect the 
subsequenct interpretation of the behavior. In essence, the 
interaction between expectancies and observed behavior can affect 
outcome aside from the main effects of these components of 
communication. 
The interaction between input and structure on outcome is 
represented through accommodation. A representative study by 
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Bond (1972) found evidence of both assimilation and 
accommodation. Women were given instructions that they were to 
talk with a woman who was either cold or very warm and outgoing. 
Before the interaction, "warm-set" subjects ha~ different 
impressions of the target than "cold-set" subjects. After the 
interactio~, the two groups were still influenced by their 
initial impressions. However, their ratings of attraction toward 
the target were closer together. The "warm-set" group thought 
the woman was less warm than previously believed while the 
"cold-set" subjects thought she was less cold than previously 
believed. Thus, there appeared to be some movement toward 
placing importance in the situation itself but not total 
rejection of the preexisting beliefs. 
It is possible the women did something which affected the 
perceiver's postinteraction evaluations. Bond's finding that the 
change was one of degree supports the notion that accommodation 
and assimilation are not opposing ways of information processing. 
Rather,it is better to think of a continuum where observed 
behavior and preinteraction expectancies jointly affect outcome. 
This fi-ts in well with Piaget's (1983) · argument for an 
equilibrium between assimilation and accommodation. In 
theoretical terms, input and structure may help with uncertainty 
reduction. Data-driven and theory-driven uncertainty reduction 
can take place simultaneously and work hand-in-hand. 
Information can be processed through assimilation and 
accommodation reflecting the effect of input and the emergent 
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situation. Aside from the Bond (1972) study, additional evidence 
for these kinds of information processing is reported by Samter, 
Burleson and Basden (1986). These researchers found that persons 
exposed to behaviorally complex comforting messages formed more 
differentiated impressions of the message source than persons 
exposed to less complex messages. It was also found that 
individuals with complex systems of interpersonal constructs 
formed more . differentiated impressions of the message source. 
The former reflects an effect for accommodation since messpge 
complexity was manipulated. The latter reflects an effect for 
assimilation since a priori internal cognitive representations 
influenced impressions of the message source. However, the 
effect for perceiver cognitive complexity accounted for more 
variance in differentiating the message source than message 
complexity. Samter and her colleagues (1986) speculated that 
longer and more intense exposures to structured environments 
would enhance accommodation vis a vis assimilation. 1 
Berger (1975) notes that one can use prior and present 
information about the other as a basis for explaining one's 
present beliefs. Thus, in explaining another's beliefs or 
actions, the perceiver can assimilate present information so that 
it fits with prior information as well as accomodating prior 
information to fit with present information. Whatever the case, 
this type of retroactive attribution as Berger has called it, 
points to the importance of communication structure in the 
overall interaction picture. 
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Yet, it is crucial that the behaviors of both parties are 
analyzed so we do not have to resort to speculation about what 
one interactor may have done (e.g., Bond, 1972; Ickes et al., 
1982; Snyder & Swann, 1977). Structure must be revealed from the 
perspective of both interactors or else the bias of cognitivism 
may lead us to erroneous conclusions on the importance of 
communication. Hewes and Planalp (1982) have also noted the 
seriousness of ignoring target behavior and the extent to which 
conclusions may be too simplistic. 
Summary and Implications. Input beliefs and behavior 
conjointly affect output beliefs about affiliation. Attraction 
toward another is based partly on what an individual expects from 
another in an interaction and the observed behavior of the other 
which may support or contradict the expectancy. A person may 
interpret observed behavior as supporting the expectancy 
(assimilation) or a person may change their expectancy so that it 
is compatible with observed behavior (accommodation). Thus, 
uncertainty reduction about affiliation is partly theory-driven 
and partly data-driven. 
The next chapter presents four classes of contrastive 
hypotheses. The first class represents the link between input 
and outcome. The second class of hypotheses deal with the link 
between input and structure as revealed in response modes of 
reciprocity and compensation. The third class of hypotheses 
addresses the link between input and target behavior on outcome. 
This set of hypotheses partially reflects structure. The final 
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set of hypotheses completes the analysis of structure where the 




subjects in the Samter et al. (1986) study were only 
briefly exposed to different comforting message complexities. 
Subjects were randomly assigned to one of 18 short fictional 




HYPOTHESES REFLECTING THE LINKAGE BETWEEN INPUT, 
STRUCTURE, TARGET, BEHAVIOR AND OUTCOME 
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As indicated in the previous chapter, input, structure, and 
output are components of the process of uncertainty reduction 
about affiliation. In this chapter I generate specific 
hypotheses about this process extending on the work of Ickes et 
al. (1982). 
Hypotheses Reflecting the Link Between Input and Outcome 
Ickes et al. (1982) found that perceivers expecting to 
interact with a friendly target rated their partners higher on 
some dimensions of attraction after interacting with them than 
perceivers in the unfriendly-expectancy condition or the 
no-expectancy condition. Ickes and his associates also analyzed 
ratings of the interaction itself from a direct and 
meta-perspective. For example, perceivers rated unfriendly 
targets after interacting with them as being less compassionate 
during the interaction. Unfriendly-expectancy perceivers also 
rated their partners after interacting with them as being less 
sensitive, sincere, and trustworthy compared to perceivers paired 
with friendly-expectancy targets. There were no differences in 
attraction ratings between perceivers in the no-expectancy 
condition and the unfriendly-expectancy condition. In study 2, 
perceivers expecting a similar target in terms of personality 
characteristics rated the target after the interaction as more 
34 
likable, friendly, and warm compared to dissimilar targets. When 
a perceiver is expecting a target to be friendly, presumably the 
perceiver will take the target's behavior at face value and label 
the target as sincere. On the other hand, this is not the case 
when expecting to interact with an unfriendly target. Ickes 
speculated that unfriendly- expectancy perceivers selectively 
attend to, encode, and retrieve information about the target that 
is consistent with their preinteraction expectancy. 
Contradictory evidence is ignored because the perceiver is aware 
of the effects of his/her own use of friendly behavior in 
elicting target's friendliness. 
The expectancy that another will be unfriendly during 
initial interaction goes against general preferences for friendly 
and smooth interaction. According to Hilton and Darley (1985), 
individuals generally prefer interaction that is smooth and 
friendly. Thus, an unfriendly expectancy could cause an 
interactant to try to induce another to act the way they did 
(e.g., to act in a friendly way) in order to ensure smooth 
interaction. This leads to two hypotheses: 
Hl: Perceivers expecting to interact with a friendly target 
will rate their target partners, after interacting with 
them, as being higher on attraction and rate the interaction 
more positively than perceivers in the no-expectancy or 
unfriendly-expectancy conditions. 
H2: Perceivers expecting to interact with an unfriendly 
target, after interacting with them, will rate their target 
partner's attractiveness and the interaction at the same 
level as do perceivers in the no-expectancy condition. 
The first hypothesis is a repli~ation of the findings of 
Ickes et al. (1982) and is important in establishing the 
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generalizability of the earlier finding. The second hypothesis 
also replicates findings by Ickes et al. (1982) on overall 
attraction and ratings of the interaction where there were no 
differences between unfriendly and no-expectancy perceivers. 
Hypotheses Reflecting the Link Between Input and Structure 
Previous findings reflecting this link reveal that friendly-
expectancy perceivers approach the target (Ickes et al., 1982). 
Friendly-expectancy perceivers initiated more talk when compared 
to no-expectancy perceivers and sat closer to the target than 
peiceivers in the no-expectancy or unfriendly-expectancy 
conditions. Ickes et al. (1982) also reported that friendly-
expectancy and unfriendly-expectancy perceivers talked more than 
no-expectancy perceivers and used more directed eye gazes. In 
addition, unfriendly-expectancy perceivers smiled more than in 
the other two conditions. 
If perceivers desire to create a friendly atmosphere, they 
should approach the target since increased talk, more direct eye 
gaze, and smiling are all approaching behaviors (Cappella, 1983; 
Ickes et al., 1982). The following hypotheses reflecting the 
link between expectancies and structure are presented: 
H3: Perceivers expecting to interact with a friendly target 
will approach the target by initiating talk, increasing the 
duration of talk, smiling, gesturing ·and use more directed 
eye gazes when compared to perceivers in the no-expectancy 
condition. 
H4: Perceivers expecting to interact with an unfriendly 
target will approach the target by increasing talk, using 
more directed eye gazes and smiling more than will 
perceivers in the no-expectancy condition. 
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These hypotheses replicate the findings of Ickes and his 
associates (1982). We do not know if reciprocity occurred by 
either interactant since target behavior was not reported. 
According to Cappella (1983), if a person increases the level of 
expr~ssed involvement then the other person could respond by 
increasing, decreasing or not changing the level of involvement. 
In the first case, the other person is reciprocating the first 
person's change while in the second case, compensation is 
occurring. The third case reflects no influence or response mode 
of any kind. Yet, in all cases the perceiver can be said to be 
approaching the target regardless of what the target is doing. 
Approaching depends only on reporting the behaviors of the 
perceiver as Ickes et al. (1982) did. According to Goffman 
(1967), interactants want to put_ their best face forward and 
ensure smooth interaction.. Thus, we expect targets regardless of 
expectancy to reciprocate the perceiver's approaching behaviors. 
Presumably if targets noticed and responded to the perceivers' 
approaching behaviors, ·reciprocating to them would help in having 
a smooth interaction. Ickes and his colleagues speculated this 
would happen, though they never tested it. They only found that 
friendly-expectancy and unfriendly-expectancy perceivers had more 
verbalizations, eye gaze, and positive affect than no-expectancy 
perceivers. If actual reciprocity were taking place, then 
friendly and unfriendly-expectancy condition targets should match 
their perceiver's approach behaviors more than no-expectancy 
perceivers. Thus, while all targets should match the perceiver's 
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approaching behavior, friendly and unfriendly-expectancy targets 
should presumably display more reciprocity, at least initially, 
because of the increased perceiver approaching behaviors. 
Some evidence for this is provided by Coutts et al. (1980). 
Individuals who received negative feedback from a confederate 
prior to interacting tended to reciprocate nonverbal involvement 
by the confederate after a baseline period had elapsed. Coutts 
and his associates surmised that the negative feedback subjects 
viewed the confederate's increase in nonverbal involvement as a 
more appropriate level of intimacy and wanted to encourage it by 
reciprocating. This reasoning follows Patterson's (1983) social 
control function of behavior. 
Furthermore as noted in Chapter One, uncertainty about 
affiliation can be reduced through theory and data-driven 
uncertainty reduction (Berger, 1975). Friendly and unfriendly-
expectancy perceivers have had some uncertainty reduced through 
the preinteraction expectancy. Therefore, they should be 
inclined to approach the target and the target should reciprocate 
the approaching behaviors. 
The trigger mechanism is the theory-driven uncertainty and 
the motivation to approach as a consequence of the expectancy. 
On the other hand, no-expectancy perceivers have no theory-driven 
uncertainty and may be somewhat more hesitant about approaching 
resulting in less reciprocity. Their uncertainty reduction is 
data-driven as they observe the target without the benefit of any 
knowledge base being provided to them. In this regard, the 
following hypotheses are presented. 
HS: Targets in each expectancy condition will reciprocate 
perceiver's approaching behaviors. 
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H6: Targets paired with friendly-expectancy perceivers will 
reciprocate the perceiver's approaching -behaviors more than 
no-expectancy perceivers. 
H7: Targets paired with unfriendly-expectancy perceivers 
will reciprocate the perceiver's approaching behaviors more 
than no-expectancy perceivers. 
Hypotheses Reflecting the Links Between Input, Target Behavior 
and Outcome 
If the perceivers adjust their outcome evaluations so that 
their ratings tend to correspond to the level of the target's 
behavior, then accommodation of the preinteraction expectancy to 
the observed behavior has occurred. In this situation, some 
credence is given to the newly, observed behavior. It is 
possible that the perceiver regardless of his/her expectancy, may 
seek alternative explanations and evidence in order to have a 
more complete impression of the target. In this regard, 
Kruglanski and Ajzen (1983) discuss "urifreezing" of one's 
knowledge structure. Kruglanski and Ajzen (1983) identify 
conditions in which a person either will seek or will not seek 
alternative explanations for behavior. A person who has an 
expectancy about another's behavior has satisfied what Kruglanski 
and Ajzen call the "need for structure" (p. 16). People prefer 
something about a given topic rather than face ambiguity. This 
need for structure is assumed to exert an inhibiting or braking 
influence on the hypothesis-generation process because the 
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generation of alternative hypotheses endangers the existing 
structure" (Kruglanski & Ajzen, 1983, p. 16). If this were 
always the case, then assimilation of situational behavior into 
one's preinteractidri expectancy would be reflected. This also 
would be further support for theory-driven uncertainty reduction. 
Yet, the fear of invalidity may allow the interactant to unfreeze 
the expectancy. 
According to Kruglanski and Ajzen, the fear of invalidity 
derives from the threat of a perceiver making a mistake. This 
fear predisposes individuals to seek alternative explanations for 
behavior because of a "reluctance to commit oneself to a given, 
potentially erroneous, hypothesis" (Kruglanski & Ajzen, 1983, p. 
16). Presumably, perceivers in the no-expectancy condition have 
no structure and must construct one on the basis of what is 
observed during interaction. Validation would occur 
simultaneously. Therefore, ratings of friendliness should 
correspond to the level of target behavior. On the other hand, 
as indicated in H1, perceivers having a friendly expectancy know 
something about the target and therefore should be less inclined 
to seek new information about the target. Thus, they should rate 
the target as being more friendly than no-expectancy or 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. This picture can be further 
qualified by contrasting friendliness ratings within the 
friendly-expectancy condition on the basis of coding behavior. 
Earlier, I reported that Bond (1972) found perceivers expecting 
to interact with a warm or cold woman, rated the woman in the 
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expected direction; but after interacting with her, the subjects 
also rated the woman as being less warm or cold than previously 
believed. How can this seemingly contradictory finding be 
reconciled? There may be a partial unfreezing of the expectancy 
due to an anchoring phenomenon. An initial belief or hypothesis 
is assumed to serve as an anchor that guides interpretation of 
situational information (Higgins, Rhodes, & Jones, 1977; Srull & 
Wyer, 1979). 
According to Tversky and Kahneman (1974), different 
starting points or beliefs result in different ratings biased 
toward initial values. Thus, one would anticipate some change in 
. ratings but the change may not be lead the perceivers in the 
friendly or unfriendly-expectancy conditions to the same 
conclusion as those in the no-expectancy condition. Yet, there 
still is some change which can be reflected within expectancy 
conditions because both assimilation and accommodation are 
occurring. on the· basis of a partial unfreezing effect, the 
following hypotheses, . are derived. 
H8: Friendly-expectancy perceivers who are paired with 
targets whose actual behaviors reveal higher levels of 
friendliness will rate their target partners as being more 
attractive than do friendly-expectancy perceivers paired 
with targets whose behaviors are coded as lower in 
friendliness. 
H9: Unfriendly-expectancy perceivers who are paired with 
targets whose actual behaviors reveal higher levels of 
friendliness will rate their target partners as being more 
attractive than do unfriendly-expectancy perceivers paired 
with targets whose behaviors are coded as lower in 
friendliness. 
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Figure 2.1 represents these hypotheses in cellular form. 
The targets are ranked on a continuum reflecting th~ 
demonstration of friendliness behaviors. Positive correlations 
are posited between the duration of dynamic behaviors and 
postinteraction ratings of target friendliness by the perceiver. 
Chapter Three discusses the presumption that these behaviors 
represent friendliness. 
Target's Actual Level of Friendliness 
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level of coded friendliness 
behavior (Moderate to low 
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Dependent Variable: (Perceiver's postinteraction ratings of 
target's fr endliness) 
Figure 2.1 
Effect of Target Behavior on Perceiver Affiliation Ratings 
Cells two and three are particularly interesting because 
6 
preinteraction expectancies are not congruent with the target's 
actual level of friendliness. For example, we might find 
perceivers' postinteraction evaluations of he targets' 
friendliness in cell three to be higher than in cell four even 
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though low friendliness was expected. However in cell three, the 
target's actual friendliness behaviors would presumably affect 
the perceiver's postinteraction evaluation. If there were no 
differences between cells three and four or one and two, 
assimilation would be reflected since preinteraction expectancies 
would not be modified by the target's actual behavior. On the 
other hand, differences between cells one and two or cells three 
and four would point to accommodation affecting postinteraction 
evaluations of the target's friendliness. Perceivers having no 
expectancy of the target's level of friendliness should give 
evaluations that parallel the level of the targets' coded 
friendliness behaviors. This is compatible with the 
accommodation assumptions for H8 and H9. Therefore, we can make 
the following hypothesis: 
HlO: No-expectancy perceivers paired with targets whose 
actual behaviors reveal higher levels of friendliness will 
rate their target partners as being more attractive than do 
no-expectancy perceivers paired with targets whose actual 
behaviors reveal lower levels of friendliness. 
It is likely we may find both kinds of information 
processing to be working. This could be revealed by the 
magnitude of outcome ratings across the expectancy and actual 
friendliness cell conditions. If we find this to be the case, 
then this indicates the need to examine structure in order to see 
how behavior is responded to which affects the outcome. 
Hypotheses Reflecting the Link Between Input and Structure 
Conjointly and Outcome 
When a person is expecting friendly interaction and the 
target reciprocates the perceiver's behaviors, then outcome 
evaluations by both interactants should reflect high ratings of 
attraction and friendliness compared to perceivers expecting 
unfriendly interaction regardless of what the target does. 
However, what would happen when perceivers approach the target 
and the target does not reciprocate? 
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If we assume that people desire to have smooth interaction 
(Goffman, 1967), approaching the target and having the target 
reciprocate to the approach behaviors would be desirable and seen 
as the appropriate thing to do (Coutts et al., 1982). If the 
target does not reciprocate the approaching behaviors, this could 
be seen as an unacceptable level of intimacy. As noted, 
Patterson (1982) describes the social control function of 
behpvior where there is a goal of exercising influence to change 
the behavior of others. The social control process focuses on 
producing outcomes counter to those expected without this 
influence. 
When a person expects to interact with a negative person, 
this social control function presumably triggers a strategy 
designed to produce a favorable response from the other (Coutts 
et al. 1982; Ickes et al., 1982). For example, talking, smiling 
and showing an attentive expression along with a forward lean may 
be designed to convey interest and create a favorable impression 
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in the other (Goffman, 1972). Yet, the favorable response can be 
seen as being "caused" by the perceiver. Therefore, perceivers 
in unfriendly-expectancy condition that have targets respond 
reciprocally to their positive behaviors should report lower 
attraction ratings compared to persons expecting to interact with 
a friendly target and finding that indeed, that person 
reciprocates or matches such behaviors as talk. 
If perceivers believed that they caused the other to respond 
affiliatively, they should be less inclined to attribute an 
affiliative tendency to the other. On the other hand, rating the 
target as less friendly when reciprocity does not occur despite 
having an expectancy that the target would be friendly indicates 
that the perceiver accommodated the friendly-expectancy to fit 
with the observed behavior. The ·literature on attributional 
processes suggests that perceivers normally attribute a target's 
behavior to dispositions or traits (Kelley & Michela, 1979; Ross, 
1977; Watson, 1982). Yet, what happens if the behavioral 
responses belie the friendly expectancy? The situation can 
affect attribution (Hewes & Planalp, 1982; Kruglanski & AJzen, 
1982). If the situation can be made salient, then perceivers may 
be affected by it in evaluating others. 
The motivation of the perceiver to have smooth interaction 
and this effect on outcome can be traced to Jones and Davis 
(1965) correspondent inference theory of attribution. Hedonic 
relevance occurs if the target's behavior affects the perceiver's 
welfare. It is thought that the perceiver's motivation, which 
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may be elicited by the behavior's consequences for the perceiver, 
affects the processing of information about the behavior. 
According to Jones and Davis, hedonic relevance results in the 
perceiver believing that observed behaviors are indicative of the 
target's underlying disposition. Yet, attributions may be made 
which reflect the importance of the perceiver and/or the 
situation. 
An example of attributions being ma~e which reflect the 
importance of the perceiver in relation to the target comes from 
a study on attributing responsibility (self vs. other) and 
stability for roommate conflicts. ·sillars (1980) found that 
roommates who were more satisified living with each other 
attributed more responsibility to themselves for a conflict than 
to each other. This finding was in opposition to an expected 
actor-observer difference where individuals are liable to 
attribute the behavior of others to stable, internal dispositions 
and attribute their own behavior to unstable, external factors 
(Jones & Nisbett, 1971). Individuals who expressed low or 
moderate roommate satisfaction demonstrated the expected 
actor-observer differences. Thus, the nature of the relationship 
affected attributions. 
The position taken here is that the perceiver may make 
attributions on the basis of observing target behavior rather 
than relying solely on preinteraction expectancies which 
presumably reflect target dispositions. Let us assume that the 
situation is made salient when the observed behavior (e.g., 
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compensation) in line with the perceiver's motivation (insure 
smooth interaction) and expectancy (friendly-expectancy) does not 
support the preinteraction expectancy. Then, the perceiver 
should modify their preinteraction expectancy and rate the target 
as less friendly. In this regard, Ickes et al. (1982) wondered 
if approaching the target when expecting the target to be 
unfriendly and assuming that the target reciprocates the approach 
behaviors, results in more emphasis on the situation (e.g., the 
perceiver believing he/she caused the behavior) rather than 
internal attributions about the target. Presumably, the 
perceiver is in a position in which he/she can believe they 
caused the target's responses by using a social-control strategy. 
Thus, there should be lesser attraction attributed to 
reciprocating unfriendly-expectancy condition targets compared to 
reciprocating friendly-expectancy condition targets. 
Jones and Davis (1965) have reported that out-of-role 
behavior is better recalled since it may provide information 
beyond what is expected. Expecting someone to be friendly and 
then "noticing" that one's · approach is reciprocated should result 
in higher ratings of friendliness compared to conditions where no 
reciprocity occurs. The behavior supports the expectancy. 
Presumably at some level, whether it is conscious or unconscious, 
the perceiver would notice the target's response. On the other 
hand, if the perceiver were approaching and it was not 
reciprocated, then the perceiver may rate the target as being 
less friendly. Therefore, the target behavior would influence 
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the outcome by way of the response mode. 
The friendly~expectancy perceiver is rating the 
reciprocating target according to the presumed level of 
friendliness (assimilation). Nonreciprocating targets would not 
be manifesting friendliness "signs" at the same level as the 
reciprocating friendly-expectancy condition target thus allowing 
for accommodation. According to the interaction goals 
perspective of Hilton and Darley (1985), the preference for 
affiliative behaviors is strong and information is interpreted in 
light of this preference. 
The social-control function of nonverbal behavior which 
helps individuals create desirable interactions (Patterson, 1983) 
may result in causal beliefs of behavioral influence. This is 
discrepant from the well-known fundamental attribution error 
(Ross, 1977) where according to Jones and Nisbett (1971), 
individuals attribute the cause of an other's behavior to 
underlying dispositions and their own behavior to the situation. 
Yet, the position here is that the social-control strategy leads 
the perceiver to say, "I caused the behavior of the other because 
of what I did." Thus, a situational attribution is made and the 
unfriendly-expectancy perceiver can believe that the reciprocity 
of the target is because of the perceiver's approaching 
behaviors. From the preceding discussion, the following 
hypotheses are generated: 
Hll: Perceivers expecting to interact with a friendly target 
where the target reciprocates the perceiver's approach 
behaviors will rate their target partners as being more 
attractive than perceivers in the no-expectancy, 
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unfriendly-expectancy or friendly-expectancy condition where 
no reciprocity occurs. 
H12: Reciprocating friendly-expectancy condition targets 
will be rated higher on the attraction dimensions than 
reciprocating unfriendly-expectancy condition targets. 
CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY FOR TESTING LINKAGES BETWEEN EXPECTANCIES, 
STRUCTURE AND OUTCOME EVALUATIONS 
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SubJects. One hundred thiry-two undergraduates and a few 
graduate students were recruited as subjects from speech communi-
cation classes. Notices were also placed in various locations on 
the campus announcing the nature of a study on communication 
between strangers. As an inducement, free ice cream was offered 
plus a chance to win a $25 lottery. Some students received extra 
points from instructors for participating. Students initially 
filled out a questionnaire asking for their name, phone number, 
and how friendly they are when meeting new people. The 
questionnaire served as a device in order to manipulate subject's 
. expectancies without imposing experimenter demand 
characteristics. This is discussed in the section on 
manipulating the preinteraction expectancies. Subjects were 
grouped together in same-sex dyads in order to control for 
potential gender effects and contacted by phone in order to do a 
followup to the friendliness survey. This resulted in twenty-two 
subjects (eleven dyads) in each individual cell. 
Procedure 
Subjects were instructed to report to two different waiting 
areas. This was done to insure each interactant in a dyad would 
have no opportunity to meet their partner before the session 
began as well as providing time for perceiver subjects to receive 
the preinteraction information about the target without the 
target's awareness. All subjects were told this was a study on 
impression formation between strangers. 
50 
The researcher and perceiver joined the targ~t in the 
videotaping room after priming the perceivers. Before entering 
the videotaping room, the perceiver was told that the target is 
waiting for him/her and that the perceiver should push a rolling 
chair which was off to a side of the room to a position where 
he/she could sit down and talk with their partner. This allowed 
the researcher to later measure seating distance. When both 
subjects were in the room, the researcher turned the camera on 
and quickly left the room saying he would be back in a short 
while. After five minutes the researcher reentered the room and 
turned the camera off. Since no instructions about communication 
were given to the subjects, they were able to do anything they 
desired. Subject matter varied. Some subjects even glanced at 
magazines on a coffee table and averted talk. 
Wiemann (1981) has reported on a study on the effects of 
videotaping on interactant behaviors. He found that anxiety was 
highest during the first minute of interaction but that it had 
dropped significantly at the start of minute three and that the 
behaviors were stabilized at that time. On the one hand, this 
implies that videotaping should not begin until the start of the 
third minute of interaction. Yet, uncertainty is probably at its 
highest during the first minute of an interaction where behaviors 
are less stable. Persons having an expectancy probably would do 
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more approaching behaviors at the start of the interaction since 
the only uncertainty reduction that has taken place is due to the 
expectation. Thus, behaviors present at the outset may be due to 
the expectancy and it would be necessary to record interaction 
from the start. Reporting only behaviors from the third minute 
of interaction could result in biased conclusions. Therefore, 
~ videotaping started at the beginning of the interaction period. 
After the interaction was over, the perceiver was led to a 
separate room where he/she filled out the postinteraction survey 
and a statement of consent (see appendix) allowing use of the 
videotapes for educat1onal and statistical purposes. The 
remaining target stayed in the videotaping room and completed the 
same questionnaire and consent form. Subsequently, subjects were 
debriefed as to the true purpose of the study and instructed not 
to discuss the experiment with anyone in order to prevent 
word-of-mouth communication from biasing any future subjects. 
Subjects were thanked for participating and dismissed. 
Setting and Equipment 
Subjects were videotaped in a small room partially encircled 
by blue curtains. Figure 3.1 is a schematic representation of 
the room. The room was 21 feet, 5 inches long and 13 feet, 3 
inches wide. A small coffee table was located on the north end 
of the room. Subjects were able to sit in swivel chairs behind 
the coffee table. At the south end of the room was the 
videotaping equipment. The presence nf the coffee table appeared 



































conducive to natural conversation. The chairs were on rollers 
which made it convenient to measure seating distance. The swivel 
chairs also made it easy to measure distance. 
One might argue that the presence of the videotaping 
equipment would bias the behavior of the interactants thereby 
raising doubts about generalizability and validity. Yet, 
research by Wiemann (1981) has revealed that conversational 
behaviors of responsiveness and social relaxation are not 
affected by videotaping no matter how overt or obvious the taping 
procedure. Wiemann manipulated four levels of knowledge about 
being videotaped ranging from having a camera placed six feet 
from where dyads were interacting to a condition where subjects 
were not aware of being taped. Knowledge of being taped did not 
significantly affect reclining, forward lean, manipulating 
objects, self manipulation, use of gestures or nods and number of 
speaking turns. If anything, there was a trend though 
insignificant for subjects to appear anxious and less responsive 
when they did not know they were being videotaped. This study 
also confirmed the beliefs of other researchers that observation 
procedures do not interfere with behaviors that are usually out 
of conscious awareness {Smith, McPhail & Pickens, 1975; Weick, 
1968). The behaviors examined here were of the same type as 
examined by Wiemann. 
Experimental Design 
The study used a 3 x 2 between-within factors design. There 
were two independent variables: preinteraction expectancy 
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manipulation and subject role. Concerning the latter, subjects 
were designated as perceivers or ·targets. Perceivers were given 
information concerning their target partners which led them to 
believe their partner was either friendly or unfriendly. A third 
perceiver condition was the no induction or no-expectancy 
condition. In this condition, the subject designated in the role 
of "perceiver," was not given any information about the target. 
Below is a discussion of the expectancy manipulations. 
Power and Effect Sizes. In over eight years of research 
within Ickes' dyadic interaction paradigm, effect sizes for 
various manipulations have ranged from small to large. For 
example, the Ickes et al. (1982) Study 1 was conducted with a 
total N of 96 subjects (48 perceivers and 48 targets) which 
resulted in an N of 16 dyads for each expectancy condition. 
Power to detect significant expectancy effects was only .31 if 
the researcher had a preset alpha of .05 and projected a medium 
effect size at f = .25 (see Cohen, 1969 for power estimates). 
Still, the F-ratios were significant for various measures such as 
seating distance, verbalizations, directed eye gaze, and 
expressions of positive effect (average F (2, 45) = 3.68, p < 
.05). In addition, the average reported F-ratios for the 
postinteraction ratings was 3.90, p < .05, df = 2, 45. If we 
expect a slightly higher than moderate size effect (f = .35) on 
the basis of the reported F-ratios in Ickes et al. (1982), set 
alpha at .05 and desire power > .60 for the expectancy 
manipulation, anN of 20 subjects per cell is needed. However, 
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it was possible to tape 132 subjects (66 perceivers, 66 targets, 
22 perceivers in each expectancy condition). Power ax the .05 
alpha level was .71 for the expectancy effect and .98 for subj~ct 
role. 
Preinteraction Expectancy Manipulations. Subjects were 
independently greeted by the researcher and kept apart from each 
other. The subject designated as the target waited in the 
videotaping room and was not given any information on the person 
with whom he/she would be interacting with. 
In the Ickes et al. 
-- --
(1982) study, the expectancy 
manipulations were orally created by an experimenter telling the 
perceiver that his/her interaction partner is one of 
"friendliest/unfriendliest people I've talked to lately (pause) 
but I guess you shouldn't tell him I said that. As an 
experimenter I'm supposed to remain neutral. You won't mention 
it, will you (p. 167)?" Ickes (personal communication) was 
criticized for this manipulation on the grounds this may have 
created an experimenter demand for the perceivers since it was 
the experimenter's impression that was being conveyed to the 
perceiver. Ickes has suggested a way to alleviate this concern. 
This involves the administration of a partial bogus 
questionnaire to all subjects (see Appendix A for a copy). The 
questionnaire asks for reports on being friendly during initial 
interaction with a stranger. The answers to these items are 
irrelevant for purposes of statistical analysis. What is 
important is that it allows the manipulation of expectancies to 
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take place without experimenter demand. The experimenter tells 
the perceiver that based on the target's responses to the 
friendliness survey that "this person essentially indicates that 
they tend be very friendly, outgoing, and talkative. This person 
believes they are very sociable and considerate of other's 
opinions. This person tends to be very friendly in social 
encounters and talks with people since they like to meet new 
people. This information from the survey is simply to help you 
have an idea of what the other person is like when interacting 
with new people." ~he profile for unfriendliness was given in 
the opposite direction. 
For the no-expectancy condition, no additional information 
was given to perceivers designated in that experimental role. In 
essence, the subjects were really like the targets since both had 
no preinteraction knowledge base provided for them. However, the 
inclusion of this condition acted as a baseline from which to 
note deviations above or below it. The no-expectancy condition 
acted as an anchor so that the magnitude of differences in the 
expectancy conditions could be reflected. 
Manipulation Checks. A series of items were used to check 
the expectancy manipulations. Ickes and his associates (1982) 
have suggested that a manipulation check would ideally take place 
after the subjects had been primed but before the perceivers and 
targets interacted. However this would create bias due to 
reactivity and suspicion that it might create in the perceivers. 
Conversely, if the check is included in the postinteraction 
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measures, there may be some confounding of the actual 
manipulations with any impressions that develop during the 
interaction. Furthermore, this would affect confidence placed in 
the findings on accommodation and assimilation. Following the 
lead of Ickes, the manipulation check was assessed with the 
outcome measures. However, a multi-item assessment was used 
instead of a single-item measure only. 
The manipulation check for the preinteraction expectancy 
consisted of a fourteen point scale ranging from 1) "NOT VERY 
FRIENDLY" to 4) "VERY FRIENDLY" in response to the question: 
Before the conversation, how friendly did you think your partner 
would be during the interaction? Two other fourteen point scale 
items reflecting this check were worded as: Before the 
conversation, I believed my partner would be very sociable. 
Before the conversation, I expected my partner would be very 
easy-going during the interaction. 
The three-item manipulation check revealed a high degree of 
correspondence between the items. The items were: 1) BEFORE the 
conversation, how friendly did you think your partner would be 
during the interaction? 2) BEFORE the conversation, I believed 
my partner would be very sociable. 3) BEFORE the conversation, I 
expected my partner would be very easy-going during the 
interaction. The correlation between 1) and 2) was .72 while it 
was .84 between 1) and 3) and .86 between 2) and 3). On this 
basis, the items were summed to form a manipulation check measure 
of preinteraction expectancy. Coefficient alpha was .94. A 
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significant effect was found for expectancy, F (2, 63) = 43.75, p 
< .000, eta 2 - .58. Table 3.1 presents the planned comparisons. 
Friendly-expectancy perceivers believed the target would be 
much more friendly (x = 32.73) compared to unfrien~ly (x = 17.05) 
and no-expectancy perceivers (x = 26.73). Furthermore, 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers expected their partners to be 
less friendly, sociable and easy-going compared to no-expectancy 
perceivers. 
Table 3.1 
Planned Comparisons for Expectancy Manipulation Check 
Mean Comparisons 
1 > 2 
1 > 3 









1 = Friendly-expectancy perceiver 
2 = Unfriendly-expectancy perceiver 
3 = No-expectancy perceiver 
An intriguing result of this check is the discovery of the 
relatively high scores that no-expectancy perceivers provided on 
the measure. At a base level, it appears that individuals in the 
study expected their partners to be relatively sociable and 
friendly even when no information was provided on this. This 
supports Hilton and Darley's (1985) argument that individuals 
desire smooth interaction with a stranger and expect this to 
occur. 
Validity of Target Friendliness Classification. The 
duration of the dynamic behaviors are summed together following 
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Burgoon et al.'s (1984) finding that two cues in conjunction 
tended to carry stronger immediacy or involvement messages than 
single cues. Representational validity of the classification of 
these behaviors as reflecting friendliness is necessary to 
establish since interactor's reports of what they were doing may 
be incongruent with a researcher imposed interpretation of the 
meaning of the behavioral acts (cf., Poole & Folger, 1981). 
Thus, targets exhibiting longer durations for the dynamic 
behaviors should be rated more friendly while targets exhibiting 
less interaction involvement should be rated less friendly by 
their interaction partners. 
Behavioral Dependent Measures 
The series of behavioral measures used by Ickes and his 
associates (1982) in their study of adaptation were used as the 
conversational cues to be coded. This insured the comparability 
of the present findings with previous studies (Ickes & Barnes, 
1977; 1978; Ickes et al., 1979; 1982). Static measures included 
who initiated talk, seating distance, body lean and body 
orientation. Dynamic behaviors included verbalizations, eye 
gaze, smiling/laughter and gestures. These behaviors were coded 
from the videotapes by three independent coders using a 
microcomputer program called "NONVERB" (Honeycutt, in press). 
This program computes the frequency and duration of selected 
behaviors for any time interval specified in sequential as well 
as distributional format. The coder& were trained in practice 
sessions using the coding manual found in the appendix. Ickes 
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(1983) has reported that the conversational behaviors are highly 
obJective, easy to code, and highly reliable, with reliabilities 
in the .80-.99 range as evidenced over eight years of research in 
more than a dozen studies. 
The assumption is made that the behaviors reflect 
friendliness. Burgoon and her associates (1984) have reported 
that these behaviors convey immediacy or affiliation. These 
terms often have been used interchangably. Sometimes, reference 
is also made to interaction involvement (e.g., Cappella, 1984; 
Patterson, 1983). However, involvement is affectively neutral. 
One may be involved in an interaction without necessarily 
conveying friendliness. During initial interaction, strangers 
are often perceived positively because of a preference for 
friendly interaction (Coutts et al., 1980). Cappella (1983) 
argues that the quality of an interaction depends on the 
situation, interactor's expectations and the intensity of the 
behaviors. When the situation is strangers in initial 
interaction, there is the desire to convey a desireable image and 
insure smooth interaction. 
Hilton and Darley (1985) have taken an interaction goals 
analysis of behaviors in which the context of the interaction 
determines interaction goals. Expectancies and any information 
obtained about the other enables us to translate interaction 
goals into specific tactics. Given the interaction context in 
which researchers create situations where individuals briefly 
interact, the maJor goal would appear to be to have a pleasant 
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interaction. Approaching behaviors would serve this goal. Thus, 
when one approaches another in initial interaction, the approach 
behaviors can be construed as reflecting friendliness. Knapp 
(1978) has concluded that liking can be signaled by increased 
forward lean, less distance, gaze, openness of arms/body, direct 
body orientation, touch, postural relaxation and postive 
facialjvocal expressions. Following is a summary of the findings 
relating the behavioral cues to immediacy and friendliness. The 
first category is the static measures in which the behaviors are 
relatively unchanging over time. The second category is the 
dynamic behaviors in which the behaviors may changed rapidly over 
time. 
Static Measures 
The first category of measures are "static" since they occur 
only once or infrequently during the videotaped time period. 
Static measures include who initiated talk, chair-to-chair 
seating-distance, body lean and degree of body openness that each 
interactant maintained relative to the other. 
Talk Initiation1 . Ickes and his associates (1982) report 
that friendly and unfriendly-expectancy perceivers initiated talk 
with their targert partners more than no-expectancy perceivers. 
People who have difficulty in communicating tend to rate 
themselves lower on measures of self-esteem and are viewed less 
favorably by others (Daly & McCroskey, 1984). Little is known on 
the relationship between talk initiation and ratings of 
attraction as well as who influences whom during the 
interaction. Still, the popular literature is replete with 
"opening lines" designed to get individuals off on the right 
track in various social encounters. 
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Seating Distance. Mehrabian and Friar (1969) report that 
interactors sit closer with people they like than those they 
dislike. · Similarly, Mehrabian and Ksionzky (1970) reported a 
number of studies which show that closer distances result in more 
positive attitudes. Kleck (1970) reported more nonverbal 
agreement responses by audience members when a speaker stood 
closer to the audience. Morton (1977) has shown that acquainted 
dyads prefer close distances while stranger dyads were more 
comfortable at intermediate distances. In addition, closer 
distances may make a negative interaction more negative, while 
positive interactions are more positive at closer distances 
(Schiffenbauer & Schiavo, 1976). 
Forward Lean. Trout and Rosenfield (1980) offer evidence 
that forward leans convey greater rapport and immediacy than a 
backward or an upright position. The backward and upright 
position do not appear to differ greatly in the social meaning 
that is attributed. This may be because the plane of a chair 
often makes it such that a comfortable seating position is 
upright. Burgoon and her associates (1981) found that forward 
leans communicated greater immediacy than backward leans. 
Patterson (1983) includes body lean on his tentative list of 
behaviors that signal nonverbal involvement. On the other hand, 
Ickes and his colleagues (1982) found no differences in body lean 
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between friendly, unfriendly or no-expectancy perceivers. 
Body lean was measured by estimating the degree of lean of 
each person's body as revealed by the plane of back toward or 
away from the other keeping in mind the natural angle of the back 
of the chair that the interactors were seated in keeping in mind 
the natural plane of the back of the chair that the subJects were 
seated in. The back of the chairs were such that a comfortable 
seating position was a little, but very slight backward lean. 
This was coded as a neutral lean in the upright position. Coders 
were trained to note this as a baseline. An upright position is 
the baseline which was arbitrarily designated as a zero degree 
orientation. On the other hand, deliberately leaning forward 
causes the angle in one's back to change as does leaning back. 
Subjects were in swivel, reclining chairs which allowed them to 
deliberately lean back if they wanted. 
Body Orientation. Several studies report more immediacy is 
evident when interactors directly face each other (Andersen, 
Andersen & Jensen, 1979; Mehrabian, 1971). Less warmth is 
conveyed when interactors are in a side-to-side position or 
facing away. A number of studies have revealed that close 
distances may be compensated with less body openness (Patterson, 
1973, 1977). Open body positions generally communicate more 
openness, warmth and immediacy (Andersen, 1983). Folding one's 
arms and holding one's legs tightly communicates defensiveness 
and coldness rather than warmth and involvement. Morris (1977) 
talks about "barrier signals" that communicate defensiveness in 
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social situations. For children, these positions may be explicit 
such as when hiding behind a parent's legs. Later in life, this 
becomes more subtle and may be demonstrated in the form of 
crossed legs, folded arms, a closed position, etc ... 
Following the lead of Ickes et al. (1982), body orientation 
was estimated on a scale from 0) "closed" to 1) "somewhat open" 
to 2) "very open". Coders were trained to look for variation in 
seating angles. A very open position was coded when when the 
person was directly facing the other interactor. A closed 
orientation was coded when the subject was at right angles from 
the .other or was turned in the opposite direction away from the 
other. A moderately open position was coded when the orientation 
was between the direct and the right angle position. 
Dynamic Behaviors 
The second category of behavioral measures are dynamic or 
temporally variable. This includes the frequency and duration of 
eye gaze by one subject to another. Verbalizations were recorded 
regardless of the content. This included such things as talk, 
mumbles, slurs and groans. In addition, facial and vocal 
expressions of positive affect were analyzed as signified by 
smiling and laughing. Finally, expressive gestures were coded as 
revealed by arm and hand movements which accompanied verbal talk. 
~Gaze. There is voluminous research on gaze. Argyle 
(1972) has reported that perceptions of intimacy are a function 
of increased eye contact. McAdams, Jackson and Kirshnit (1984) 
found that same sex individuals high in intimacy motivation 
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displayed significantly more eye contact than low intimacy 
motivated individuals. Mehrabian (1968, 1970) reports that eye 
gaze creates more positive interpersonal attitudes and increases 
other immediacy behaviors. Exline and Winters (1965) found 
subjects showed more gaze at a liked confederate as opposed to a 
disliked confederate. Mehrabian and Friar (1969) asked subjects 
to role-play liking for an interactor. The subJects used more 
gaze than usual. However, prolonged gaze or gaze accompanied by 
an angry expression may be perceived as threatening (Exline, 
Ellyson & Long, 1975). Thus, the situation affects the 
interpretation of the gaze. Yet, in positively toned situations 
the evidence is clear that gaze reflects liking. Bur_goon, Coker 
and Coker (1986) have concluded that gaze aversion expresses 
nonimmediacy, nonaffection, nonreceptivity, lack of trust, and 
possibly dissimilarity and superficiality. In another study 
manipulating interviewees eye gaze; Burgoon, Manusov, Mineo and 
Hale (1985) found that interviewees who used normative to nearly 
constant eye gaze patterns were perceived as being more 
interesting, involved, relaxed, trustworthy, composed, sociable, 
and dynamic compared to interviewees who displayed lower levels 
of gaze. 
Ellsworth and Ludwig (1972) theorize that friendly 
relationships should be characterized by high eye contact. 
Kendon and Cook (1969) studied dyads who were having friendly 
conversations. The results showed that interactors were more 
positively evaluated the longer and less frequent their gazes. 
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Short, frequent gazes were disliked. Furthermore, eye gaze 
serves a monitoring function that communicates to other 
individuals that you are taking them into account (Kendon, 
1967). According to Andersen (1983), this is the reason why eye 
contact so clearly signals an individual's "availability" for 
. t. 2 commun.1ca .10n. Based on their review of eye gaze studies, 
Burgoon and her associates (1986) conclude that normal to high 
levels of gaze tend to result in more favorable behavioral 
outcomes than averting one's eyes. Of course, various 
communicator characteristics mediate this interpretation (see 
Burgoon ·et al., 1986 for a review). 
Verbalizations. In Chapter Two, it was noted that Ickes and 
his associates (1982) found that verbalizations (talk, filled 
pauses) were increased by friendly and unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers compared to no-expectancy perceivers. Patterson 
(1983) has included talk duration as an indicator of affiliation 
and interaction involvement. Vocal cues have been recognized by 
Mehrabian (1971) as being important in the expression of 
interpersonal attraction. This is supported by the findings of 
Andersen, Andersen and Jensen (1969) who found that items 
reflecting expressiveness in a self-report instrument had the 
highest loadings on an immediacy factor. We tend to attribute 
more communicative competence to those who are fluent talkers and 
who have no anxiety about communicating (McCroskey & Daly, 1984). 
Smiling/Laughter. Bayes (1970) found that the frequency of 
smiles was the best single predictor of interpersonal warmth. 
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Researchers have classified smiling as a component of immediacy 
(Andersen et a1., 1979; Mehrabian, 1971), intimacy (Argyle, 1972) 
and warmth (Reece & Whitman, 1962). Rosenfeld (1966) has shown 
that approval-seeking subjects smiled more frequently than 
avoidance-seeking subjects. McAdams and his associates (1984) 
report results showing that subjects high in intimacy motivation 
revealed significantly more laughter and smiling. Laughter and 
smiling are most indicative of positive sentiment (McClelland, 
1971). Furthermore, a number of studies have revealed that 
smiles are frequently matched (Kendon, 1967; Rosenfeld, 1966). 
Burgoon and her associates (1982) reported that the absence of 
smiling communicated less immediacy than smiling in dyadic 
encounters. 
Gestures. Mehrabian (197la) has demonstrated that increases 
in gestures result in more affiliation. This is supported by the 
findings of Andersen et al. (1979). Early studies by Rosenfeld 
(1966) also reveal that those seeking approval display more 
gestures. In a study on persuasion and nonverbal correlates, 
Mehrabian and Williams (1969) report that when females used more 
gestures to accompany their messages, they were perceived by 
others and themselves as more persuasive. On the other hand, 
Ickes and his associates (1982) found no differences in gestural 
activity between friendly, unfriendly or no-expectancy 
percievers. Gestures can be used as back-channel cues to signal 
that one wants the speaking floor (Duncan & Fiske, 1977). Knapp 
(1978) discusses the regulatory function of nonverbal behaviors. 
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One of these is turn-requesting. Gestures may coLiununicate that a 
listener desires to speak. This also communicates involvement in 
the interaction. 
Behavioral Reliabilities 
Table 3.2 presents the reliability coefficients for the 
dynamic behaviors. These reliabilities were computed using 
observational windows of ten seconds. Bakeman and Gottman (1986) 
refer to windows as adjacent time intervals of equal length. The 
interactions were five minutes long. Each second was coded 
across 30 windows resulting in 300 data points. Folger, Hewes 
and Poole (1981) have talked about using real time such as the 
second to finely segment the interaction. In this study, the · 
second was used as the objective unit for coding because it was 
smaller than the average duration of one occurrence of gaze, 
vocalizing (talk), smiling/laughter and gesturing. Following the 
discussion of Bakeman and Gottman (1986) it was decided that a 
window size of ten seconds was not too large or small to capture 
d . h' h . d 3 the essence of co er agreement w1t 1n eac w1n ow. 
As revealed in Table 3.2, the estimates were relatively 
stable. Kappas ranged from .59 to .96. Percentage agreements 
ranged from .82 to .96. These coefficients are in line with the 
range reported by Ickes (1983). 
Reliabilities for the two static behaviors were also 
stable. Percentage agreement and Kappa for body lean were both 
.97. The respective coefficients for body orientations were .92 
and .90. One reasons for these relatively high coefficients is 
due to the nature of the code since the behavior seldom changes 
over the course of the interaction. 
Table 3.2 
Reliabilities for Dynamic Behaviors 
Coders 
Behaviors 1&2 1&3 2&3 All Coders 
C.R.* K** C.R. K - C.R. K C.R. K 
Gaze .83 .59 .89 .73 .82 .56 .85 .64 
Verbal .82 .76 .94 .92 .82 .76 .86 .82 
Smiles; 
Laughter .84 .83 .87 .86 .87 .86 .86 .85 
Gestures .96 .96 .96 .96 .94 .94 .95 .95 
*Coefficient of reliability in terms of percentage 
agreement (C.R.) 
**Kappa corrected for chance agreement on the basis 
of raw frequency of occurrence subtracted from C.R. 
Once a potential list of behaviors reflecting involvement, 
friendliness and affiliation is comprised, the .question arises 
concerning the weighting of the behaviors. Andersen (1983) has 
argued for a combined, overall measure since many scholars have 
argued that concepts like immediacy are multidimensional and 
processed as a gestalt. 
Burgooon and her associates (1984) have reported that low 
eye gaze, a distal seating position, backward body lean and the 
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absence of smiling/touch signified greater detachment to outside 
observers. Two cues in combination carried stronger immediacy 
impressions than single cues. The addition of a third cue did 
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not strengthen the meaning beyond that communicated by two cues 
when the cues were drawn from the set of proximity, gaze and body 
lean. They concluded the cues were additive until there were 
three whereupon additional cues carried no additional meaning. 
Of course, a limitation of this study was the omission of talk 
duration as a cue. Yet, it appears that a behavioral index 
reflecting warmth and friendliness can be created by summing 
across all combinations of cues. In this way, no critical cue is 
omitted from the analysis. Chapter Four presents the results of 
a series of exploratory factor analyses on the dynamic behaviors. 
Postinteraction Dependent Measures 
A third set of dependent measures were derived from a 
postinteraction questionnaire administered after the interaction. 
The measures assessed attraction toward an interaction partner 
and perceptions of self and other's involvement in the 
conversation (see Appendix A for a copy). 
Ickes and his associates (1982) have used an interpersonal 
attraction measure which were used here to assess interactant's 
evaluation of each other. Ratings of the interaction include 
dimensions of unpleasant-pleasant, uncomfortable-comfortable, 
dull-interesting and tense-relaxed. Ratings of self and other 
include dimensions of unlikable-likable, unfriendly-friendly, 
reserved-intimate, cold-warm, dull-exciting, insincere-sincere, 
quiet-talkative, dominant-submissive, untrustworthy-trustworthy, 
passive-assertive, negative-positive, · untrustworthy- trustworthy, 
and unpleasant-pleasant. There were also a series of items 
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reflecting satisfaction with the interaction in terms of 
assessing to what degree the self and other seemed awkward, 
forced, strained, smooth, natural and relaxed as well as asking 
how much rapport did (you/the other person) feel with (the other 
person/you). Most of these items come from the series of 
interaction studies done by Ickes and his associates (Ickes & 
Barnes, 1977, 1978; Ickes et al., 1979, 1982) and can be found in 
the appendix. According to Ickes and his colleagues (1982), it 
is possible to sum scores of the other attraction items to 
reflect a global index of liking for one's interaction partner. 
However before this is justified, there needs to be an indication 
of high internal coherence. Coefficient alpha was .87 for these 
items. In addition, the underlying factor structure was analyzed 
to determine the isomorphism of the measures. It may be that a 
number of factors are represented in the outcome ratings which 
are independent of another. 
Statistical Analyses 
A series of oneways ANOVAS were used to test the effect of 
perceiver expectancy on target outcome evaluations. Planned 
contrasts were also used to test individual cell differences 
within each dyad condition between perceivers and targets. In 
addition, a series of discriminant equations were tested within 
each dyad condition. Discriminant analysis yields a linear 
combination of variables that maximally distinguishes between 
groups (Pedhazur, 1982). A key component of discriminant 
analysis is its ability to produce classification accuracy 
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estimates based on prior probability due to group size. Thus, 
knowing someone's scores on the discriminant function can result 
in differential accuracy in classifying them as a friendly, 
unfriendly or no-expectancy perceiver. 
Following the analysis conducted by Ickes et al. (1982), a 
series of contrasts were used to compare the means of the dynamic 
behaviors during each minute of the five-minute interaction. The 
discriminant analysis can also pinpoint particular combinations 
of static and dynamic behaviors along which perceivers may 
differ. 
Time-series regression (e.g., Cappella, 1980a; Cappella & 
Planalp, 1981; Hibbs, 1974) was used in order to test HS, H6, 
Hl0, and Hll. For example, in testing for target reciprocity, 
the target's level of friendliness computed on the basis of 
summing across the dynamic variables could be used as the 
dependent variable and one variable and one or more of the 
target's past probabilities and one or more of the perceiver's 
past probabilities. Cappella has referred to the regression 
weights of the target's past probabilities on the target's 
current probability as the consistency effect. The regression 
weight of the perceiver's past probability on the target's 
current probability reflects influence. Positive coefficients 
represent matching while negative weights reflect compensation. 
Cappella (1980a) suggests that one need not necessarily go 
back more than two lags in considering the number of past 
probilities to put in the equation for the current probability. 
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This is because of severe power loss (with every additional lag, 
the N of observations per dyad drops by two) and that it is more 
likely that immediate past behavior rather than distant past 
behavior will influence present probabilities. With two lags it 
is possible to distinguish self-matching from other matching for 
each of the dynamic behaviors (talk, eye gaze, head nods). 
According to Hibbs (1974), the presence of a postive or negative 
regression weight means that the estimates are biased because of 
the autocorrelation of errors for each probability in the 
equation. 
Two-stage least-squares regression is used to purify the 
general least-squares ~quation (Cappella, 1980a). If the 
autocorrelations are < .30 then the original regression equation 
values can be used. If the autocorrelations are large, then the 
data is transformed in which the current value of each variable 
has removed that part due to the prior value of the same variable 
and regression is run on the purified probabilities which 
basically conaist of weighted differences of adjacent time-series 
points. Computer software in which autocorrelation 
transformations are made is provided by SAS/ETS (1984) and SHAZM1 
(Wnite, 1978) for pooled and individual time-series, 
respectively. This is discussed in detail in Chapter Six along 
with a discussion about specifying the effects in the time-series 
equation as well as identifying the autoregression lag order. 
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NOTES 
1Talk initiation was measured off of the videotapes using 
program NONVERB by noting who was speaking in the first recorded 
time frame at the beginning of the interaction. 
2several studies have shown that eye gaze can be perceived 
negatively as threat displays when accompanied by displays of 
anger (Exline, Ellyson & Long, 1975). Another study reported 
that a decrease in eye gaze accompanying a statement communicated 
greater liking while negative verbal content could be 
counteracted with increased gaze to produce more liking 
(Scherwitz & Helmreich, 1973). Hence, increased eye gaze does 
not always create an increase in affiliation. 
3The window concept also allows systematic error to be 
accounted for between coders. This can occur when one coder 
begins the observation period at a different time than another. 
When the second is the unit of analysis, _differences in beginning 
observation only a few milliseconds apart systematically makes 
all subsequent second intervals nonaligned. Over time, the 
relative agreement between coders would be similar in terms of 
trend, yet be oft if looking at each s~cond by second interval. 
Bakeman and Gottman (1986) talk about enlarging the . window to 
offset coders this systematic ·error for coders who may have 
started observing at different times. So this would not be a 
potential problem, an observational window of ten seconds was 
used in which all agreements within the window were noted. 
CHAPTER · FOUR 
INPUT-OUTCOME RESULTS 
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This chapter presents the results of the expectancy effect 
on outcome evaluations for rating perceiver affiliation for the 
target as well as evaluation of the interaction itself. The 
outcome measures were initially factor analyzed in order to 
determine internal coherence of the attraction dimensions. 
Analyses were carried out on the derived factor scores as well as 
the independent dimensions. In this way, it was possible to 
determine if a linear combinations of dimensions differentiated 
between perceivers aside from the individual effect of each 
dimension. In addition, ratings of the interaction were also 
compared across expectancy conditions similar to the contrasts 
that were analyzed by Ickes and his associates (1982). Such 
ratings included perceptions of rapport being generated, comfort 
in the interaction, and enjoyment with the conversation. Thus, 
ratings of the interaction were an additional source of outcome 
evaluation. 
Analysis of the Attraction Dimensions 
Ickes 18-item attraction measure was factor analyzed using 
varimax rotation to determine if the measure was unidimensional 
so that an overall attraction score could be created. Ickes and 
his associates (1982) claim that the items on the measure can be 
summed together to reflect an overall "global index of liking for 
the other." However, they never factor analyzed their instrument 
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and any claim that it was unidimensional was not proven in their 
study. 
Initially, an orthogonal rotation was used to simplify the 
factor structure by maximizing the variance on the first factor 
and so on. Table 4.1 presents the correlation matrix and 
descriptive statistics for the attraction dimensions. Table 4.2 
presents the rotated varimax solution. A few items had cross 
loadings, for example, "warmth" and "trustworthiness." Because 
of this and the dispersion of loadings across the rotated 
factors, a maximum-likelihood factor analysis was conducted 
subsequently. This was done in the attempt to get a clearer 
picture of the underlying structure. Interpretability of the 
varimax solution was difficult because of some cross-loadings. 
This kind of analysis helps to identify the population parameters 
with a maximum likelihood of generating the observed sample 
distribution (Kim & Mueller, 1978). It assumes that there is 
sampling error and thus, the derived factor structure does not 
exactly fit the data. A Chi Square difference te~t can be used 
to contrast solutions with differing numbers of factors. Table 
4 . 3 presents the maximum-likelihood factor solution. A 
four-factor solution emerged based on the Chi Square difference 
test between the three and four factor solution, Chi Square (15) 
= 76.51, p < .OS, power - .58 (expecting a medium effect size 
with alpha= . 05 ) . 
Factor one appears to best represent "sociability" since 
sociable, exciting, interesting, poised, warmth and sexual warmth 
Table 4.2 
Varimax Rotated Factor Loadings for 
Dimension Factor 1 Factor 2 
Sociable .70 .09 
Strong .3 -.06 
Sexually warm .61 -.06 
Sensitive -.07 .21 
Self-assertive .27 -.05 
Interesting .64 .29 
Kind .27 .76 
Exciting .67 .II 
Genuine .n .20 
Modest -.05 .42 
Independent .22 -.03 
Poised .63 .06 
Sincere .n .69 
Warm .63 • 45" 
Friendly .TI .Ob 
Phys. Attr. .38 .01 
Trustworthy -.08 .49 
Likeable .26 .TI 
Eigenvalue 5.15 1.60 
Pet. of 
Variance 56.30 17.50 

















































Table 4. 3 
Maximum-Likelihood Rotated Factor Loadings for 
Attraction Dimensions 
Dimension Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Sociable .70 . 23 . 07 .15 
Strong .B .24 -.09 .75 
Sexually warm .57 .04 - . 02 • OL: 
Sensitive -.04 -.11 .16 .45 
Self-assertive .31 . 33 - . 12 .38 
Interesting .64 .40 .27 .15 
Kind .TI . 07 .77 .07 
Exciting .69 .29 .09 .09 
Genuine .B .29 .20 -.12 
Modest -.04 .03 .43 -.04 
Independent .21 .39 -.Ob .15 
Poised .63 .16 .06 -.00 
Sincere .14 .23 .67 .14 
Warm .62 . 23 .n .29 
Friendly .Ib .24 .07 .02 
Phys. Attr. .31 .48 .OS -.04 
Trustworthy -.15 .n .53 .03 
Likeable .22 .BI .n .05 
Eigenvalue 16.89 5.31 3.74 2.96 
Pet. of 
Variance 54.40 17.00 12.00 9.50 
Chi Square 461.43 303.87 202.67 126.16 
XX = Factor loadings > . 4 0 
had the highest loadings. A measure of internal consistency 
using Cronbach's alpha base~ on summing across those items with 
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the highest factor loadings ( >.38) was .85. Factor two 
represents "likeability" {Alpha= .76). Factor three seems to 
represent "kindness" {Alpha = .76). Factor four signifies 
"strength" (Alpha = .57). Because these findings provide a 
multiple-factor solution, it was decided not to sum all 
dimensions to create a composite attraction score. Instead, 
factor score indices were created. In order not to have any 
missing data in the factor score indices, the complete estimation 
method was used to create them. The factor-seer~ coefficients 
for each attraction dimensions were multiplied by their 
respective z-scores and summed. In this way, the effect of each 
variable on a given factor was accounted for. The expectancy 
effect was subsequently tested on each index. 1 
Expectancy Effects on Indices of Attraction 
The first factor was the sociability index. A significant 
contrast was found between friendly and unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers {t {58) = 2.04, p < .OS, {one-tailed); power- .50 at 
alpha= .OS for a medium effect size). Perceivers in the 
friendly-expectancy condition rated their partners higher on the 
factor {~ = .12) than unfriendly-expectancy perceivers {X 
-.42). This provides partial support for Hl. However, 
friendly-expectancy perceivers did not rate their partners higher 
on the attraction factor than no-expectancy perceivers {~ = 
-.05). There was also partial support for H2. Unfriendly-
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expectancy perceivers rated their partners' sociability at the 
same level as no-expectancy perceivers. There were no 
differences in ratings on any of the other factors. 
In order to determine more exactly the nature of rating 
differences, further analyses were done on the attraction 
dimensions themselves instead of the derived factors. A 
discriminant analysis was performed to see if a linear 
combination of the dimensions could discriminate between 
perceivers. However, the Box M statistic revealed heterogeneity 
of group covariances (Box's M = 86.19, Approximate F = 1.74, p < 
.003). This statistic is particularly meaningful when group si~e 
is small in each analysis (Cooley & Lohnes, 1971). Nunnally 
(1978) suggests it is wise to try to have at least 30 subjects in 
each group for each measure. Here, there were only 22 in each 
group. While many researchers ignore the issue of homogeneity of 
group dispersions on the grounds that discriminant analysis is 
"probably fairly robust under departures from its assumptions," a 
finding about group dispersion may be revealing in its own right 
(Cooley & Lohnes, 1971, p. 228). Thus, the discriminant analysis 
is a conservative test of main effects. When there is evidence 
of dispersion, examination of univariate F-raties may be 
revealing even though this entails problems of function 
interpretation. 
A significant function emerged (Wilks' Lambda = .64, Chi 
Square (12") = 24.99, p < .01, canonical r = 2 .53, r = .26). The 
group centroids revealed a good deal of distance between 
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perceivers (friendly-expectancy= .62, unfriendly-expectancy= 
-.83, no-expectancy= .18). The function appeared to represent 
"sociability" thus mirroring the first factor in the factor 
analysis. Unfriendly-expectancy perceivers · rated their partners 
less sociable than no-expectancy and friendly-expectancy 
perceivers. Classification accuracy was moderate given that the 
prior probality for chance classification was .34 for friendly-
expectancy perceivers, .33 for unfriendly-expectancy perceivers, 
and .33 for no-expectancy perceivers. The function correctly 
classified 71% of the friendly-expectancy perceivers, 55% of 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers and only 38% for no-expectancy 
perceivers (overall classification accuracy= 57%). 
Independent contrasts were done on each dimension as a 
further followup to the discriminant analysis. However, when 
correcting the experiment-wise error rate for the number of 
comparisons (18), significant test-wise alphas occur at the .003 
level (.05/18 = .003) and thus, only "sociability" approached 
significance. Table 4.4 contains significant F-raties and 
individual comparisons. The contrasts revealed that 
friendly-expectancy perceivers rated their partners as being more 
sociable, self-assertive and warm than unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers. There were no differences in ratings of partner's 
strength, sexual warmth, sensitivity, assertiveness, being 
interesting, kind, exciting, friendly, physical attractiveness, 
trustworthiness and likeability. Thus, on most affiliation 
dimensions, there were no effects for expectancy. 
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Table 4.4 
Significant Univariate F-Raties and Comparisons 
For Attraction Ratings, Self and Meta-Impressions 
of the Interaction by the Perceiver 
Mean 
Variable F 
.E Com12arisons* t 
Sociable 4.92 .01 1) 9.68 2) 8.23 
3) 9.32 
1 > 2 3.01 .004 
3 > 2 -2.26 .027 
ATTRACTION 
RATINGS 
Self-assertive 3.10 .OS 1) 9.00 2) 7.32 
3) 7.41 
1 > 2 2.22 .03 
1 > 3 2.10 .04 
Warm 2.09 .13 1) 9.68 2) 8.68 
3) 9.09 
1 > 2 2.03 .OS 
Nervousness due to 
to other's presence 4.08 .02 1) 3.27 2) S.64 
3) 4.23 
1 < 2 2.70 .01 
Interaction was awkward, 
forced, and strained S.39 .017 1) 4.36 2 ) 7.32 
3) 5.86 
1 < 2 -3.68 .001 
SELF-IMPRESSIONS 
OF INTERACTION 
Interaction was smooth, 
natural, and relaxed 9.76 .000 1) 11.14 2) 7.95 
3) 9.82 
1 > 2 4.49 .000 
1 > 3 2.03 .049 
3 > 2 -2.32 .026 
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Table 4. 4 (cont.) 
Mean 
Variable F E Com12arisons* t E 
Comfortable with other 4.78 .01 ·1) 11.18 2) 9.64 
3 ) 11.55 
1 > 2 2.18 .035 
3 > 2 -3.07 .004 
My presence made 
other nervous 3.85 .026 1) 4.32 2 ) 6.82 
3) 5.23 
1 < 2 -2.74 .008 
Other ·thought interaction 
was awkward, forced 
and strained 3.84 .026 1) 4.91 2 ) 7.37 
3) 6.18 
1 < 2 -2.76 .007 
Other thought interaction 
was smooth, natural 
and relaxed 5.03 .009 1) 10.36 2 ) 7.73 
3) 9.28 
1 > 2 3.16 .002 
META-IMPRESSIONS 
OF INTERACTION 
Other person was 
comfortable 2.94 .06 1) 10.68 2 ) 8 . . 77 
3) 10.18 
1 > 2 2.34 .023 
3 > 2 -1.73 .09 
Other was compassionate; 
sensitive 2.50 .09 1 ) 10.05 2 ) 8.45 
3) 9.80 
1 > 2 2.23 .029 
Other achieved rapport 
with me 2.72 .074 1 ) 10.68 2) 8.95 
3 ) 9.5 
1 > 2 2.28 .026 
*1) Friendly-expectancy perceivers, 2 ) = Unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers 
3 ) No-expectancy perceivers 
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Ratings of the Interaction . 
Further evidence of outcome rating differences may be found 
in perceiver ratings of the interaction itself (experiment-wise 
•.05, test-wise: .05/30 = .002). The first hypothesis (H1) also 
posited that friendly-expectancy perceivers would evaluate the 
interaction more positively than unfriendly-expectancy perceivers 
based on Ickes et al. (1982) findings. Evaluation of the 
interaction consisted of thirty items in which subjects rated how 
they felt about the interaction and what they thought their 
par~ners felt about it. Scale -values ranged from 1) "not at all" 
to 14) "very much" in response to the item. 
The discriminant analysis revealed two functions for the 
expectancy effect on how perceivers perceived the interaction. 
The test of equality of group covariance matrices revealed 
homogeneity for the groups (Box's M = 140.29, Approximate F = 
1.23, p < .079). The first function revealed that no-expectancy 
perceivers were more comfortable but less dominant while 
interacting with their partner compared to friendly-expectancy 
and unfriendly-expectancy perceivers (group centroids: 
friendly-expectancy = -.63, unfriendly-expectancy = -.32, 
no-expectancy= .94; Wilks' Lambda = .49, Chi Square (18) 
2 41.41, p < .001, canonical r = .57, r = .32, Box's M = 140.29, p 
< .079). On the other hand, the second function revealed that 
friendly-expectancy perceivers compared to unfriendly and 
no-expectancy perceivers believed the interaction was more 
smooth, natural and relaxed (group centroids: friendly-
expectancy = .63, unfriendly-expectancy = -.82, no-expectancy 
.15; Wilks' Lambda= .73, Chi Square (18) = 18.46, p < .018, 
canonical r = .52, r 2 = .27). The overall classification 
accuracy for the functions was 62%, (prior proabilities: 
friendly-expectancy= .34, unfriendly-expectancy= .32, no-
expectancy= .34). The breakdown by expectancy type was: 
friendly-expectancy 64%, unfriendly-expectancy = 48%, 
no-expectancy = 73%. 
A significant function emerged for perceivers' meta-
impressions of the targets. There was heterogeneity for the 
group covariance matrices in this analysis (Box's M • 128.79, 
Approximate F = 1.45, p < .010). No-expectancy and 
friendly-expectancy perceivers believed their partners thought 
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the interaction was more smooth, natural and relaxed compared to 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers (group centroids: friendly-
expectancy = .24, unfriendly-expectancy = -.90, no-expectancy 
.63; Wilks' Lambda = .56, Chi Square (16) = 33.46, p < .006, 
2 
canonical r = .55, r = .30). This function most accurately 
classified unfriendly-expectancy perceivers (76%) followed by 
friendly-expectancy (64%) and no-expectancy perceivers (45%). 
Overall classification accuracy was 66%, (prior probabilities: 
friendly-expectancy= .34, unfriendly-expectancy= .32, no-
expectancy = .34. 
Table 4.4 reveals the individual contrasts for evaluating 
the interaction. It appears that unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers reported they were more nervous by their partner's 
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presence, saw the interaction as being awkward, forced and 
strained, less smooth, less natural and less relaxed compared to 
friendly-expectancy perceivers. The meta-impressions tended to 
mirror this. For example, unfriendly-expectancy perceivers 
believed their presence made their partner feel more nervous than 
did friendly-expectancy perceivers. 
Taken collectively, these findings supported the two 
hypotheses on the link between input and outcome. However, this 
should not be overinterpreted. Persons with a preinteraction 
expectancy may change their ratings of another's attractiveness 
on some dimensions while not changing others. For example, on 
most of the attraction dimensions, there were no differences 
between unfriendly and friendly-expectancy perceiver ratings. 
Thus, there appears to be differential effects of preinteraction 
expectancy across the attraction dimensions. For unfriendly-
expectancy perceivers to rate their target partner's level of 
attraction at the same level on some dimensions as friendly-
expeciancy perceivers means that either the dimensions were 
irrelevant to keeping their preinteraction expectancy intact or 
that they changed in the direction toward the friendly-expectancy 
perceiver's ratings. Coutts and his colleagues (1980) found that 
after interacting with a confederate trained to display 
contravening behaviors, friendly and unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers displayed some convergence on outcome ratings of their 
target partner's attraction. More will be said on this in the 
discussion in Chapter Seven. The next chapter reports on 
·findings relating to the input~se~ucture and target behavior 
hypotlleses ~ 
NOTES 
1Another method of creating indices is to simply across 
those items having the highest factor loadings. However, this 
method discards some data. In order to be parsimonious, this 
technique was also used in one series of analyses. The results 
were virtually parallel to those reported in the text using the 
complete estimation method. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
RESULTS OF DYNAMIC BEHAVIOR FACTOR ANALYSIS AND 
APPROACHING HYPOTHESES 
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This chapter presents the results of the factor analyses for 
the dynamic behaviors. The factor analyses were done in order to 
determine the underlying structure of the behaviors that are 
suppose to represent friendliness. Other researchers have had 
success in identifying c~tegories of behaviors using factor 
analysis (Cappella, 1986; Shrout & Fiske, 1981). Following this, 
the results of the contrasts pertaining to the approaching 
hypotheses discussed in Chapter Two (H3 and H4) are discussed. 
Recall that these hypotheses begin to explore the link between 
input in the form of perceiver expectancies and the structure of 
interaction as assessed in nonverbal behaviors reflecting 
involvement and friendliness in an interaction. 
Factor Structure of Dynamic Behaviors 
The correlations among the dynamic behaviors were low. 
Correlations were computed for three different kinds of factor 
structures. Table 5.1 presents the correlations and descriptive 
statistics for the dynamic behaviors. Three factor analyses were 
run based on different units of analysis. Sometimes, different 
results are obtained depending on the unit of analysis (Street, 
in press). Thus, it is best to analvze different units. Rates 
and durations were both examined as well as the average duration 
per occurrence of the behavior. According to Street (in press), 
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Table 5.1 
Correlations Among Dynamic Behaviors 
Behavior 
Freguencies 1 . 2. 3. 4 . X s.d 
1. Gaze 23.80 11.06 
2. Verbal .18 43.69 10.05 
3 . Sml./Lgh. .27 .27 14.39 5.10 
4 . Gestures -.13 -.10 .12 15.25 9.09 
----------------------------------------------------------------
Behavior 
Durat~ons 1 . 2. 3 . 4 . X s.d 
1 . Gaze 228.54 51.05 
2. Verbal .05 148.36 41.86 
3 . Sml./Lgh. o05 -.08 86o27 51.50 
4 0 Gestures o32 .56 -o04 30o09 22.31 
Behavior Rates 
(Dur./Frq.) 
1 0 2 0 3 . 4. X sod 
1. Gaze 13o52 10.83 
2 0 Verbal o03 3 . 59 1o38 
3 0 Smlo/Lgh. -.02 -.22 6o21 4.16 
4 0 Gestures .18 .31 -.15 1o91 .98 
researchers have historically been interested in rates· or 
frequencies of gestures, vocalizations and glances to name a 
few. Duration has also been used to measure these behaviors as 
92 
well as body orientation or openness. In ·addition, behaviors can 
be measured by some combination of rate and duration (e.g., word 
frequency divided by speech duration). All three of these 
methods of coding were used in order not to ignore any 
potentially useful data. 
Table 5.2 presents the varimax factor analytic models for 
behavioral frequencies, durations, and rates. As far as 
signaling affiliation is concerned, the factor model reflecting 
the durations is particularly interesting. The longer the total 
duration of the behaviors, the more affiliation that appears to 
be represented. A two-factor solution emerged. The first factor 
seems to represent a dimension of "verbalization". The duration 
of verbalizations and gestures characterizes the factor. The 
second factor appears to represent a nonverbal dimension of 
"listening". It is characterized by smiles and laughter as well 
as eye gaze. Collectively, the factors represent positive 
involvement in the interaction. These findings give additional 
support to the findings of Mehrabian (1972) whose factor analysis 
of these and additional behaviors revealed dimensions of 
affiliation, intimacy, relaxation and responsiveness (cf., Coker 
& Burgoon, 1987). The affiliative-intimate behaviors included 
statements, verbal reinforcers, gestures per minute, pleasant 
1 
vocalizations, and percent duration of gaze. 
/ 
Table 5.2 
Vaiimax Rotated Factor Loadings for Dynamic Behaviors 
Behavior 
Freguencies Factor 1 Factor 2 
Gaze .69 -.20 
Verbal .68 -.11 
Sml./Lgh. .73 .43 
Gestures -.12 .93 
--------------------------------------
Eigenvalues 1.49 1.10 
Pet. of Var. 37.20 27.40 
Benavior 
Durat1ons Factor 1 Factor 2 
Gaze .37 .66 
Verbal .83 -.15 
Sml./Lgh. -.23 .77 
Gestures .88 · .17 
--------------------------------------
Eigenvalues 1.67 






















Hypotheses three and four posited that friendly and 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers would approach their target 
partners by using more of the conversational behaviors compared 
to no-expectancy perceivers. These hypotheses are examined in 
relation to the different units of analysis. Analysis was done 
on both factor score indices within each unit as well as 
individual behaviors. Multiple combination of the behaviors as 
revealed in factor score indices did not yield signficant 
expectancy effects. Following are the expectancy effects on 
individual behaviors. 
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Rates. An examination of the average number of behavioral 
occurrences across each interaction revealed that only 
vocalization rates even reached nearly significant alpha levels. 
Contrary to H3 and H4, unfriendly-expectancy perceivers had fewer 
turns at talk (X= 41.32) than friendly (X= 46.32) or 
no-expectancy perceivers (~ = 44.95, t [one-tailed] (52) = -4.32, 
p < .058, power= .50 expecting a medium effect size). The rates 
for gaze also revealed unfriendly-expectancy perceivers gazed 
less (~ = 19.50) than either friendly (x = 23.77) or 
no-expectancy perceivers (~ = 24.23) though this did not achieve 
significance at the .OS alpha level (F (2, 63) = 1.29, p < .28, 
power= .42 expecting a medium effect size). Rates for 
smiling/laughter and gesturing revealed no significant 
differences as well. 
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Durations. The means were in the predicted direction for 
gaze and vocalization durations even though the effect again did 
not reach statistical significance, (F (2, 63) = .14, p < .87, 
power= .42). Unfriendly-expectancy perceivers gazed an average 
of 238.16 seconds out of a possible 300 seconds at their 
partners. Friendly and no-expectancy perceivers gazed an average 
length of 231.73 and 230.20 seconds, respectively. If we assume 
that unfriendly-expectancy perceivers are a little wary of their 
target partners and perhaps in an artxiety situation because of 
this wariness, then this fits in well with Gottman and Ringland's 
(1981) speculation that targets gaze more at a person whose 
behavior affects the boundary of appropriate target responses. 
In a sense, vigilance may take place in order to be alert for 
trouble. Thus, unfriendly-expectancy targets may be vigilant as 
they "look" for signs of friendliness or unfriendliness. Ickes 
and his colleagues (1982) argue that unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers try to encourage friendly behavior by approaching the 
other, hoping the other will respond in the desired direction. 
Friendly-expectancy perceivers had a mean vocalization 
duration of 154.26 seconds followed by unfriendly (~ = 149.72) 
and no-expectancy perceivers (~ = 133.99), (F (2, 63) = 1.20, p < 
.31. Smiling/laughter (F (2, 63) = .13, p < .88 ) and gesturing 
durations revealed no meaningful differences (F (2, 63) = .36, p 
< • 70. 
Average Duration Per Start. The analyses for the average 
duration per start revealed significant differences for gaze. 
96 
Unfriendly-expectancy perceivers had an average gaze duration per 
start of 18.57 seconds compared to friendly (x = 14.02) and 
no-expectancy perceivers (X = 11.31, t [one-tailed] (63) = -2.02, 
p < .05, power • .50 expecting a medium effect size). In 
addition, a significant contrast approaching significance was 
obtained for the average verbalization per start. No-expectancy 
perceivers (x - 3.07) had less average talk per start than 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers (x • 3.71, t (63) - 1.73, p < 
• 0 9) • 
Talk Initiation. There wai clear evidence of approaching 
when analyzing who initiated talk. Table 5.3 reveals the 
frequency counts across the cell conditions. Unfriendly-
expectancy perceivers initiated talk two and a half times more 
than no-expectancy perceivers (Chi Square (2) • 7.42, p < .024, 
c2 = .11). Table 5.3 also reveals that both friendly and 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers were more liable to initiate 
talk than no-expectancy perceivers. 
Table 5.3 
Talk Initiation Occurrences 


















Proximity. Seating distance measures revealed no 
significant differences between perceivers. The average seating 
distance was 27.58 inches (F-E= 27.14, U-E = 26.88, N-E = 28.69, 
F (2, 63) . = .34, p < .71). 
Body Lean and Orientation. Two static measures that could 
reflect approaching were the degrees of body lean and openness. 
For the most part, all subjects virtually maintained a neutral 
body lean with a few instances of forward lean. Similarly, a 
moderately open body orientation was the norm. There were very 
few instances of a closed position and few occurrences of a 
direct body orientation. 
Summary and Implications 
The behaviors appeared to represent two dimensions of 
conversational affiliation. Collectively, talking and listening 
were represented by the dynamic behaviors. On the other hand, 
slightly different results were obtained depending on the 
behavior under analysis and the unit of analysis. For example, 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers intitated more talk than 
no-expectancy perceivers. Furthermore, no-expectancy perceivers 
initiated talk only six times while their partners initiated talk 
16 times. Perhaps where no uncertainty reduction has been 
introduced such as in the form of a preinteraction expectancy, 
the perceiver enters the room in a more uncertain state while the 
target who has been waiting may have had time to get accustomed 
to the surroundings and is prepared t -o initiate talk. 
Unfriendly-expectancy perceivers also had fewer raw 
occurrences of gaze and talk; yet, they had longer average 
durations per start for these behaviors than did the 
no-expectancy perceivers. Even when there were no significant 
differences, the means were often in the predicted direction. 
Perhaps a larger subject pool would yield statistically 
significant effects. 2 
The finding that unfriendly-expectancy perceivers had a 
longer average gaze per start than the other perceivers is 
compatible with the findings of Kendon and Cook (1969) who 
studied dyads engaged in friendly conversations. Partners were 
more positively evaluated the longer and less frequent their 
gazes (high rate ratio). Short, frequent gazes were disliked. 
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If we assume that unfriendly-expectancy perceivers are trying to 
create ~ a positive interaction environment, then the high rate for 
gaze may be a subliminal tool available to do this. The 
social-control function of nonverbal behaviors is discussed in 
more detail in Chapter Seven. 
Often there was wide variation which contributed to high 
within-squares error terms in the contrasts. Perhaps, this 
points to the importance of individual dyadic differences. What 
happens in a given dyad may be relationally defined apart from 
the effect of a subject's role or expectancy within a role. 
The results reported in this section represented the data in 
what Cappella (1980) terms a cross-sectional format. The 
assumption is that the system of observations is relatively 
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unchanging over time. Hewes (1985) has referred to this as 
distributional data in which the probability of occurrence among 
behaviors is central to the hypotheses or research questions 
under analysis. However, the data can be arrayed for temporal 
dependency in which the ordering of behaviors across a time line 
can be used to identify the presence of interesting patterns of 
co-occurrence. In order to analyze speaker influence, the 
temporal dependencies within an interaction have to be 
represented. Time-series regression can do this as well as help 
to reveal the patterning of behaviors over the course of an 
interaction. This can be done on individual dyads in addition to 
pooling across dyads within each expectancy condition. Pooled 
time-series is advantageous to the extent it enhances statistical 
power and accounts for both intra and inter dyad variation 
(Cappella, 1980). These results are reported next. 
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NOTES 
1The factors reported by Mehrabian (1972) included different 
units of analysis all lumped into one factor analysis. For 
example, some of the behaviors were entered into the analysis as 
rates (e.g., percent duration of gaze, talk) while others were 
entered as frequencies (e.g., head nods, questions, rocking 
motions). Thus, interpretability of the factors due to different 
unit size is somewhat problematic. 
2
cohen (1969) provides procedures to calculate the effect 
size for an experiment as a function of alpha, N, and power. As 
noted, there were 22 perceivers in each expectancy condition. 
However, increasing sample size to 27 perceivers per condition 




EVIDENCE OF MUTUAL INFLUENCE AND THE EFFECT ON ATTRACTION RATINGS 
Before presenting the results for the hypotheses reflecting 
the link between input and structure, it is necessary to briefly 
discuss the underlying assumptions behind pooled time-series 
regression analyses. In addition, some options for arraying data 
are considered. 
Theoretical and Empirical Considerations in Pooled Time-Series 
Since H6 and H7 were concerned with groups of targets within 
each expectancy condition, pooled time-series regression analysis 
was called for. Pool_ing of time-series is appropriate when on 
the basis of theory, the researcher is interested in group or 
treatment differences. However, pooling entails some statistical 
assumptions about autocorrelation and the order of the time 
process. In the first case, each cross-section within the entire 
system of observations is assumed to generate the same pattern of 
correlated errors (Cappella, 1980a; Simonton, 1977). Thus, each 
cross-section is presumed to have the same structural equation. 
Here, there were 22 dyads or cross-sections and four 
observation points within each expectancy condition. Each 
interaction was five minutes long and divided into five, 
one-minute time frames. The duration of each dynamic behavior 
was computed using the NONVERB program for each minute of 
interaction. This was done on the basis of theoretical and 
statistical reasons. 
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First, concerning the theoretical reasons, Ickes and his 
colleagues (19~2) used one-minute observation frames. They 
compared each minute of interaction using individual contrasts. 
Using one-minute time frames was done here to enhance 
standardization between the studies. The second reason for 
choosing a minute time frame was because of statistical findings 
reported by Street (in press). He analyzed different results of 
time-series regression as a function of the size of the analysis 
unit. The unit size has varied over studies ranging from 300 
milliseconds (Jaffe & Feldstein, 1970) to five-minute intervals 
(Matarazzo & Wiens, 1972). The unit can be represented in real 
clock time or event time. The former is where the time line is 
divided up into intervals on the basis of equal time frames. 
Street reports a contrastive test of 30, 60 and 120 second time 
intervals on the same data. He found that as the coding interval 
increased in size, so did evidence for speech consistency (e.g., 
persons repeating their behaviors across time frames) and 
reciprocity. 
Street (in press) concluded that behaviors coded within 
brief time intervals may "reflect significant perturbations or 
variations due to momentary hesitations, arousal or other 
physiological changes, topic transition periods, etc ••• 
Increasing the coding interval appears to stabilize this error 
variance and thus perhaps provides clearer evidence of speech 
consistency and reciprocity/compensation ••• With this awareness, 
the researcher should carefully choose the analysis unit given 
theoretical and empirical considerations" (p. 22). 
It is as~umed when using pooled cross-section that all 
within-case disturbances follow a first-order autoregressive 
scheme (Simonton, 1977). Each disturbance is presumed to be 
equal to what is presently occurring times the previous 
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disturbance, plus a random "shock". Simonton has indicated that 
in the behavioral and social sciences, first-order autoregression 
is empirically the most common and reasonable. 1 
Another important consideration and one that is of important 
concern here has to with the dropping of the first observation in 
the time-series. An advantage of pooled time-series is that 
statistical power is increased because the number of 
cross-sections is multiplied by the number of time-series within 
each cross section which results in the total number of 
observations. In addition, pooling includes variance occurring 
within and across dyads (Street, 1984; Street & Murphy, 1987). 
However, power is lost as a function of lagged variables. The 
first observation can not be counted as the first time-series 
since the second actual observation needs a value for the lagged 
variable at that point. Thus, the first observation is used to 
provide the value for the lagged variable. In the present case, 
there were actually 110 data points. However, this decreased to 
88 since the first set of observations within each cross-section 
had to be used as the first observation for the lagged 
variables. In essence, there is nothing to lag back to for the 
first observation in a first-order model. 
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Aside from arraying the data on the basis of real clock 
time, the data can also be arrayed on the basis of event time. 
Examples of this are using the speaking turn (e.g., Cappella & 
Planalp, 1981; Street, 1984) or averages per five speaking turns 
(Street et al., 1983). The occurrence of behaviors determines 
what is recorded along the time line. Using this approach~ it 
has been found that reciprocity occurs less regularly for units 
the size of individual speaking turns or less. However, the 
testing of Hll and Hl2 necessitated a dyad by dyad, turn by turn 
analysis. The hypotheses posited individual dyad differences 
rather than group differences. 
On the other hand, real clock time has to be used for such 
behaviors as gaze and smiling/laughter. These behaviors do not 
occur on a turn by turn basis. Rather they are more intermittent 
and do not depend on if one is speaking. On the other hand, talk 
tends to occur in an alternating ~equence. Gesturing may also 
accompany talk as well as be used to indicate we want to talk or 
in the form of a listener back-channel (Duncan & Fiske, 1977). 
Cappella (l980a) has recommended that the autoregressive 
order be initially obtained in any time-series model. Most 
speech behaviors appear to be first-order autoregressive (e.g., 
Cappella, l980a; Street, 1984). It is more likely that immediate 
past behavior rather than distant past behavior will influence 
behaviors such as talking (Cappella & Planalp, 1981). 
Furthermore, with every additional lag, the number of 
observations is dropped. Here, there were four time-series for 
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22 cross-sections. A lag of one decieases the time-series 
observations by one in each cross-section. Overall, a lag of two 
would decrease the total number of observations from 110 to 66 
while a lag of three reduces the observations to 44. 
Appendix figures D~-D24 contain correlograms of the pooled 
time-series and the Durbin-Watson statistic as well as the Durbin 
H statistic in some cases. 2 The autoregressive order was 
determined for perceivers and targets for each dynamic variable 
(e.g., verbalizations, gaze, smiling/laughter, gestures). Thus, 
there were 24 graphs across the three expectancy conditions. The 
plots are very limited since only three time lags could- be 
produced given there are four time-series per cross-section. 
Aside from revealing the order of disturbance, the nature of 
the error or ARIMA structure can be discovered. Following the 
guidelines of Glass and his associates (1975) _, examination of the 
plots revealed some autoregressive as well as a combination of 
autoregressive and moving average processes of lag one. 
Occassionally, there was an aberration which may be due to random 
instead of systematic error. 
First-order · autocorrelation processes occur when each 
disturbance depends only on its own previous value and a random 
"white noise" component. Moving average processes occur when 
each disturbance depends only on a moving linear combination of 
random variables. A random shock enters the system at time t and 
is joined with a portion of the preceding random shock. 
Combinations are referred to as mixed models. The ambiguity 
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between an autoregressive model and an integrated moving average 
process is not uncommon (Box & Jenkins, 1970, p. 186). However, 
in the social sciences, both processes tend to be of order one 
(Hibbs, 1974). 
The Durbin-Watson statistic was either inconclusive or 
significant at the .05 alpha level for many of the tests. Thus, 
there is an indication that there is lag one autocorrelation 
coming from the interaction partner. The significant Durbin H 
statistics reveals autocorrelation when an individual's current 
behavior is regressed on previous behavior at lag one. The plots 
of the time lags .reveal that beyond lag one, there tend not to be 
3 . 
large autocorrelations. - · Given the limitation of three lags in 
the plots, these findings are consistent with previous ones that 
reveal that behaviors such as vocalizations tend to be 
first-order autoregressive error structure (Cappella, 1984; Jaffe 
& Feldstein, 1970). 
After determining the autoregression order and ARIMA error 
process, the data were transformed taking into account the degree 
of autocorrelation following the procedures of Kmenta (1971) and 
Hibbs (1974). The pooled time-series analyses were done using 
the Parks and DaSilva methods of estimation (SAS/ETS User's 
Guide, 1984). The Parks method assumes a first-order 
autoregressive process with contemporaneous correlation between 
cross-sections. The covariance matrix is estimated by a 
two-stage procedure using generalized least squares. Fitted 
residuals are obtained by using ordinary least squares. 
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Autoregression is removed asymptotically using the transformation 
of weighted differences. 
The DaSilva method (mixed variance component or moving 
average error process) also estimates the regression parameters 
with a two-stage generalized least squares procedure. This 
method estimates a residual effect that is unaccounted for by the 
explanatory variables and the specific time and cross-sectional 
unit effects. 
The series of equations to be described are different from 
typical time-series equations used in some communication studies 
in the past. The next section discusses the equations. Each 
variable in the equation reflects a different source of 
behavioral influence. 
Consistency, Simultaneity and Past Influence Behavioral Effects 
A typical time-series model would be of the following form 
as described by Cappel~a (l980a) and Street (in pre~s): 
y(t) = b1Y(t-1)+b2X(t-1)+E 
where Y(t) represents persons A's or B's behavior during the 
present time period. Y(t- 1 ) and x(t- 1 ) is A's or B's behavior 
for the previous time period. E is the error term. This 
equation consists of a dependent variable, a lagged dependent 
variable and a lagged independent variable. This model 
represents past probabilities. 
On the other hand, Street (1984) has presented a model of 
the following form: 
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This equation is interesting because it tests th~ effect of a 
partner's behavior concurrent to what the self was presently 
doing. More recently, Street and Murphy (1987) have tested a 
variation of this model with interaction terms included assessing 
the relationship between sex and interpersonal orientations. 
However, this equations does not test the past probability of the 
partner . 
Depending on the nature of the variables, it can be expected 
that some behaviors will have simultaneous occurrence by both 
interactors. This is true for gaze and smiling/laughter. To a 
lesser extent, it is also true for talk. This is the case of 
interruptions or when both persons are vying for the speaking 
floor (Dindia, 1987). Another common occurience is in the use of 
listener back-channel speech. Duncan and Fiske (1977) define a 
vocal back-channel as a listener vocalization. This includes 
such things as "m-hm", sentence completions, requests for 
clarifications, brief restatements and speech overlap. The 
vocalizations all occur within the other speaker's speaking turn, 
not as a separate turn. Duncan and Fiske also describe 
simultaneous turns where both interactors simultaneously try to 
assume the speaking role, claiming the turn. This represents a 
temporary breakdown of the turn system for the duration of the 
state. 
Given the occurrence of mutual gaze, smiling/laughter, 
interruptions and back-channels, the following pooled time-series 
model was tested: 
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y(t) = blY(t-l)+b2X(t)+b3X(t-l)+E 
This represents a simultaneity effect since it takes into account 
simultaneous occurrences. For example, high t-values for b 2 
where b 2 might be a partn~r's gaze would reveal the impact of 
mutal gaze. The greater the t-value, the more the variance among 
a person's level of behavior is accounted for by the effect. 
In previous studies where past probabilities have 
exclusively been modeled, reference has been made to the 
"consistency" and "influence" effects (Cappella & Planalp, 1981; 
Cappella, 1984). The consistency effect occurs when there is a 
significant impact of A's past probability on A's current 
behavior. The influence effect is when B's past probability 
impacts on A's current behavior. The simultaneity effect 
discussed here assessed B's current probability on A's current 
behavior. Street (in press) has referred to this as the speech 
matching effect. This is confusing since reciprocity is often 
interchanged with matching; yet the reference to matching does 
not tell us if the matching is in the same time frame or adjacent 
time frames. It depends on what effect is included or excluded 
from the model. 
The simultaneity effect has been ignored for the most part 
in communication time-series models. When it nas been examined 
(e.g., Street & Murphy, 1987), the past influence of the partner 
has been removed from the equation. Inclusion of both effects in 
a model is more precise at pinpointing sources of influence than 
models containing only past probabilities. Depending on the 
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behaviors of interest, the simultaneity effect may reflect a self 
and other influence. This is the case when current vocalizations 
are regressed on an other's current vocalization plus self and 
other gestures. Thus, inclusion of the simultaneity effects can 
potentially represent a different type of partner influence 
(concurrent) than originally conceptualized. We have more 
information since influence is now split into past and current 
probabilities. Reciprocity can be in evidence either as a 
function of current or past matching. In fact, one could study 
different types of reciprocity responses. 
A total of 12 pooled time-series models based on the total 
duration of behavior per minute were analyzed. Models for gaze, 
vocalizations, smiling/laughter and gestures were analyzed in 
each expectancy condition with the target's current probability 
as the dependent variable. Each behavior was modeled in terms of 
consistency, simultaneity and past influence effects. Table 6.1 
presents the correlations, means and standard deviations among 
perceiver and target dynamic behaviors within each expect~ncy 
condition. Tables 6.2-6.4 present the unbiased pooled time-
series coefficients. 
Taken collectively, Tables 6.2-6.4 reveal a consistency 
effect for the targets as well as a matching effect for gaze and 
smiling/laughter in the same time frame. Vocalizations are 
matched going one lag back. The consistency effect is less 
strong for friendly-expectancy targets smiling and laughter 
compared to no-expectancy targets. A test for parallelism among 
the expectancy groups (Weisberg, 1985) revealed that the slope 
for the regression line for smiling/laughter was less for 
friendly-expectancy targets (B = .36) than the slope for no-
expectancy targets (B = .75, t (172) = 2.57, p < .024, (two-
tailed); power- .99 at alpha= .OS for a medium effect size). 
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There were a number of near significant differences (alpha: 
.05 - .10) in the slopes. For example, there was a near 
significant difference in which the preceding gestures of 
unfriendly-expectancy targets (B = .65) impacted more on the 
target's current behavior than it did for no-expectancy targets 
(B • .37, t (172) = 1.80, p < .075). Interestingly enough, if 
friendly-expectancy perceivers were gazing at the target in the 
previous minute of interaction, then friendly-expectancy targets 
averted eye gaze during the present minute of interaction from 
the perceiver (B = -.37) compared to no-expectancy perceivers and 
targets (B = .03, t (172) = 1.79, p < .075). The no-expectancy 
targets were not influenced by the perceivers previous gaze. 
While HS was supported, the test of parallelism revealed no 
significant slope differences among expectancy groups for 
matching except for the significant effect for mutual eye gaze 
for friendly-expectancy targets (B = .58). It did not reach 
significance at the .05 alpha level for no-expectancy targets. 
The effect of this behavior was also significant for unfriendly-
expectancy targets. 
There appears to be a strong influence for vocalizations as 
revealed in the past influence effect. There is evidence of 
Table 6.1 
Correlations Among Perceivers' and Targets' Dynamic 
Behavioral Variables• 
-
F-E Condition 1. 2. . 3. 4 • 5. 6. 7. 8. X s.d. 
1. PGaze --- 231.75 50.43 
..., PVoc. -.07 -- 154.26 46 . 90 
3. PSml./Lgh . -.10 -.12 
--
84.29 54.61 
~·-- PGst. .24 .57 -.24 -- 33 . 30 22.11 
5 . TGaze .53 .51 •. 02 .55 ---- 235.17 36.44 
6. 1Voc. .28 -.55 .35 -.16 -.08 -- 152.04 37.85 
7. TSaal./ Lgh • -.33 .40 .48 .09 .05 -.38 -- 96.92 42.09 
8. TGst. .35 .47 .51 -.11 .09 .68 -.31 
--
27.59 24.77 
:..·- E Condit i o n 
l. PGaze 
---
I 238.16 6) .14 
2. PVoc. -.01 
--
149.72 44.01 
J. PSaal./Lgh. .10 -.10 
--
90.4.0 47.66 
..... PGst. .37 .41 .02 
--
28.89 17.45 
5. TGaze .50 .45 -.15 .74 
--
225.79 57.17 
6. TVoc. .48 -. 70 .05 .04 .11 -- 140.30 40.97 
7. TSml . /Lgh. -.22 .00 .36 .12 .13 -.12 
---
81.83 52.60 
8. TGst. .32 -.32 -.35 .35 .45 .50 .03 -- 26.05 22.22 
~;0 . Exp. Condit ion 
. -
-
1. PGaze -- 230 . 20 46. 17 
2 . PVoc . .08 -- 133.99 45.46 
). PSml. /Lgh. -.01 . 06 
--
92.35 59.94 
PGst. . 31 .65 -.20 -- 28.49 22.68 
5 . TGaze . 51 . 4 7 -.20 . 31 ---- 217.96 49.45 
~ ~-
6. TVoc. .48 -.55 .OS -.14 .04 -- 148.60 41.75 
7 . TSml . /Lgh. .10 . 12 .19 .09 . 15 -.03 ---- 78 . 08 .:.9.92 
6 . TGst . .45 - .14 -.13 .34 .20 .66 .29 ---- 29 . 40 '!.7.32 
"' i' =: Per c ei v e r Voc. = Vocalizations Sml./Lgh. c: Smiling/Ltuf,hter I-' 
1 = Targe t Gst. "" Gestures I-' N 
Table 6.2 
Pooled Consistency, Simultaneity and Past Influence Effects On 
Friendly-Expectancy Targets 































































Pooled Consistency, Simultaneity and Past Influence Effects On 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Targets 
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Pooled Consistency, Simultaneity and Past Influence Effects On 
No-Expectancy Targets 





























































reciprocity going back one unit in time for all targets. On the 
other hand, friendly and unfriendly-expectancy condition targets 
had mutual gaze in the same time frame while vocalizations were 
matched going back one lag across all conditions. The effect for 
mutual gaze in the same time frame was not significant for 
no-expectancy targets. This finding is compatiable with H6 and 
H7. Perhaps, with larger time-series points, the effect would be 
significant. Furthermore, when we make hypotheses about 
reciprocity, the findings may reveal fine between-group 
differences if reciprocity is distinguished on the basis of 
present and past influence matching. 
Relationship Between Input, Target Behavior and Outcome 
Recall that H8-H10 hypothesized that perceivers who were 
paired with targets whose actual behaviors revealed higher levels 
of friendliness would rate their target partners as being more 
attr~ctive compared to perceivers paired with targets whose 
behaviors were coded as revealing less friendliness. Each of the 
dynamic behaviors were analyzed in term of this relationship. In 
addition, a behavioral friendliness index was created by summing 
the total durations of the behaviors following the additive 
findings by Burgoon and her colleagues (1983). Table 6.5 
presents the correlations within the expectancy conditions 
between the behaviors and the attraction items and factor 
dimensions discussed in Chapter Four (experiment-wise = .05, 
test-wise: .05/22 = .002). Power fo~ these correlations was .40 
expecting a medium effect size at the .05 alpha level for a 
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one-tailed test. 
Contrary to H8, friendly-expectancy perceivers did not rate 
their partners as more attractive as the level of their behaviors 
increased. The only dimensions approaching significance were 
sensitivity (r • .33, p < .069) and independence (r • .30, p < 
.087). A number of dimensions even revealed negative 
correlations for friendly-expectancy perceivers though these were 
not significant at the .05 alpha level. It is possible that 
because of their preinteraction expectancy being compatiable with 
an interaction preference for friendly interaction, friendly- · 
expectancy perceivers felt no need to "monitor" closely their 
target partners' behaviors. This may be contrasted with the 
monitoring of unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. 
Table 6.5 reveals the positive relationship between target 
friendliness behaviors and unfriendly-expectancy perceiver 
evaluations of the target's level of sensitivity, other being 
interesting, kind, exciting, sincere, warm, friendly, and 
trustworthy. Less significant findings though positive 
correlations were in evidence for rating the target's level of 
sociability and likeability. In addition, there was a positive 
relationship between the attraction "kindness" factor and the 
"strength" factor (see Chapter Four a discussion of these 
factors). The only negative finding was the relationship between 
the behaviors and attributing the target as being sexually warm. 
However, these were same-sex dyads and thus this dimension may 
have been irrelevant to the perceivers. Subjects may have found 
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Table 6 . 5 
Correlations Between Perceiver Ratings of Target Partners' 
Attractiveness and Target Manifestations of 
Friendliness Behaviors 
Attraction Condition* Significant 
D1mens1on 1:F-E 2:U-E 3:N-E z' Contrasts 
r E. r E. r E. 
- - -
Sociability -.21 ns .32 .071 .61 .001 1 < 2,3 
Sexual Warmth .06 ns -.39 .049 .08 ns 
Strong .14 ns .18 ns .21 ns 
Sensitivity .33 .069 .45 .017 .08 ns 2 > 3 
Self-assertive -.19 ns .16 ns .32 .072 
Interesting .10 ns .59 .002 .40 .032 1 < 2 
Kindness -.02 ns .52 .006 .49 .010 1 < 2,3 
Exciting .17 ns .55 .004 .23 ns 
Genuine .06 ns .07 ns .50 .009 
Modest -.28 ns - . 02 ns .14 ns 
Independent . 3 0 .087 .27 ns .29 .098 
Poised -.08 ns .11 ns .10 ns 
Sincere .02 ns .48 .013 .50 .009 1 < 3 
Warm -.01 ns .51 .008 .46 .015 1 < 2 
Friendly .22 ns .38 .040 -.19 ns 2 > 3 
Trustworthy -.31 .081 .53 .007 .48 .012 1 < 2,3 
Likeable -.28 ns . 3 3 .072 .31 .079 1 < 2,3 
Phy. Attract. -.20 ns .23 ns .08 ns 
Attraction 
Factor 
Sociable .09 ns .28 ns .26 ns 
Likeable -.31 ns .26 ns .28 ns 
Kindness .10 ns .57 .004 . 4 3 .029 
Strength .20 ns .38 .051 .28 ns 
---------------------------------------------------------------
*N for expectancy conditions is 22. 
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this item to be "odd" or "strange". The item may have not been 
salient or meaningful to them. The overall trend was in the 
direction of strong support for H9. This is even more impressive 
given the. null support for 88. Unfriendly-expectancy perceivers 
were apparently more influenced by observing their partner's 
behavior. The correlations were significantly higher on a number 
of attraction dimensions for unfriendly-expectancy perceivers 
compared to friendly-expectancy perceivers. 
Table 6.5 also reveals the positive relationship between 
no-expectancy perceiver ratings of the target's attractiveness 
and the target's friendliness behaviors. There was a positive 
relationship between friendliness behaviors and rating the target 
as being sociable, interesting, kind, genuine, sincere, warm and 
trustworthy. In addition, ratings of target likeability and 
independence approached significance. Similar to the 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers, no-expectancy perceivers also 
rated their partners higher on the kindness factor. 
These results tended to provide strong support for H9 and 
HlO. However, taken collectively, H8-Hl0 posited that perceivers 
would favorably evaluate target partners as target partners' 
manifestations of friendliness behaviors rose. Further evidence 
of this is found when pooling across the expectancy conditions. 
It should be noted that the within-condition correlations are 
based on low sample size (N = 22 dyads). In essence, the unit 
of analysis is the dyad and not the individual. Thus, power is 
lost. One possible solution to the problem of low statistical 
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power is to pool the dyads across expectancy conditions which 
would raise the sample size to 66 dyads. This increases power at 
the .OS alpha level from .40 to .80 for a medium size effect 
(Cohen, 1969). 
Before pooling is permissable, it is necessary to show that 
the distributions among the expectancy conditions are 
homogeneous. Cohen and Cohen (1975) provide a Chi Square test 
for homogeneity testing in which correlations are transformed 
into z' scores using the Fisher transform~tion. The Chi Square 
was significant for the correlations between friendliness 
behavior~ and the 18 attraction items across the three expectancy 
conditions (Chi Square (53) = 74.72, p < .01, power- .91). 
Thus, the attraction items were not equally correlated with 
target friendliness behavior among the expectancy conditions. 
In order to pool dyads across expectancy conditions, it is 
necessary to remove the effects of the preinteraction expectancy. 
Otherwise, the expectancy effects are confounded with the effects 
of behavior. One way to do this is through measuring partial 
correlations in which the effect of preinteraction expectancy is 
held constant across the sample. For each correlation, the 
effect of expectancy would be removed. Table 6.6 reveals the 
pooled partial correlations. The trend was such that as the 
targets level of friendliness increased, so did ratings of 
attraction regardless of preinteraction expectancy. 
Table 6.6 
Pooled Partial Correlations Between Perceiver Ratings of 
Target Partners' Attractiveness and Target Manifestation of 








































































*N for pooling across expectancy conditions 
is 66. 
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It is intriguing that there was a significant, positive 
relationship for unfriendly-expectancy perceiver ratings of the 
target's friendliness and the behavioral friendliness index (r = 
.38, p < .04). Similar correlations for friendly and 
no-expectancy perceivers were not significant based on the Fisher 
z' transformation and difference test (Cohen and Cohen, 1975). 
Thus, it may have been more salient for unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers who were looking for any sign of friendliness. 
Furthermore, the support for H8 lends credence to the argument of 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers accommodating their expectancies 
to fit with the targets' actual behaviors. More speculation on 
this is presented in the discussion chapter. 
Link Between Input and Structure Conjointly and Outcome 
Hll and H12 were concerned with the link between input in 
the form of preinteraction expectancies, the structure of 
interaction as revealed in response modes of reciprocity, 
compensation or no influence, and outcome evaluations. These 
hypotheses were concerned with individual dyad differences. 
Thus, individual rather than pooled time-series analyses were 
necessitated. Each dyad was analyzed on a turn by turn basis 
using SHAZAM (White, 1978). 
This is a comprehensive econometrics package. The 
generalized least squares model described in Kmenta (1971) was 
used to reflect the time-series process. SHAZAM automatically 
computes any autocorrelation and pro~ides unbiased estimates for 
each variable entered on a time-series equation by removing the 
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autocorrelation. SHAZAM transforms the data and estimates the 
least squares coefficients using the Cochrane-Orcutt iterative 
method (Judge et al., 1980). SHAZAM has a particular advantage 
over SAS for individual time-serie~ models contain~ng a lagged 
endogenous variable as one of the regressors. 
When a lagged endogenous variables is one of the variables, 
it has been suggested that ordinary least squares be done on the 
lagged endogenous variable using the other independent variables 
and their lags as the ·regressors (Fuller, 1978). The predicted 
version is then used for the second stage of the regression (see 
Cappella, l980a for a discussion of the steps involved in this 
process) • SHAZAM automatically does this transformation using 
the Dhrymes method for estimating variances (Savin, 1976). There 
is an option in SHAZAM called "Dlag" in which the first 
independent variable is identified as a lagged endogenous 
variable. 
Using SHAZAM, a series of equations were formulated for the 
perceivers and targets within each expectancy condition. Because 
these results are too extensive and cumbersome to present here, 
Appendix E contains the autoregressive time-series for all 66 
dyads with both perceiver and target verbalizations presented as 
dependent variables. Tables El-22 reflect the friendly-
expectancy condition. Tables E23-D44 reflect the unfriendly-
expectancy condition. Tables E45-D66 reflect the no-expectancy 
condition. 
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Examination of these tables reveals intriguing individual 
dyad differences that the pooled time-series for vocalizations 
obscured. Table 6.7 presents frequency counts within each 
expectancy condition for the findings regarding conversational 
influence. For example, it is intriguing that five dyads engaged 
in simultaneous talk ~nd appeared to compete for the speaking 
floor (see Appendix E tables E13, E23, E40, E55, E61). There 
were only two instances of compensation (see Appendix E tables 
019, 054). Clearly, a majority of cases revealed no influence. 
This is consistent with Cappella and Planalp's (1981) turn by 
turn analysis of 12 dyads. 
On the other hand, perceivers were more consistent in their 
turns than targets. Yet, there were only two cases of mutual 
influence with petceiver and target influencing each other (see 
Appendix E tables E12, E26). There were 24 cases of one-way, 
past influence excluding the two cases of mutual influence. 
There were 10 cases of the perceiver influencing the target and 
14 cases of the target influencing the perceiver. This includes 
the two cases of mutual influence. 
H11 posited that targets in the friendly-expectancy 
condition who reciprocated the perceiver's approach behaviors 
(e.g., increased talk) would be rated by their perceiver partners 
as being higher on the attraction dimensions compared to 
instances where the target did not reciprocate regardless of the 
expectancy condition. This hypothesis reflects contrasting cell 
7 of Table 6.7 with cells 13-18. Since there were only four 
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Table 6.7 
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! ~ 3 
-
2 2 5 ( 8%) 
.! ~ .§_ 
1 0 2 ( 3%) 
1. ~ 9 
-
5 1 11 (17%) 
10 11 12 
5 5 14 ( 21%) 
13 14 15 
12 15 40 (61%) 
1o 17 T8 
-
0 1 2 ( 3%) 
19 20 21 
3 7 12 ( 18%) 
22 23 24 
1 2 6 ( 9%) 
num ::>er of occurrences. Percenta es g reflect 
relative occurrences of behavioral responses across all dyads (N 
= 66).expectancy condition. 
cases of friendly target reciprocity, the data may only be 
suggestive of the overall trend for mean differnces. 
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There were 42 ~ases of no influence or compensation across 
the expectancy conditions. Thus, it was not possible to 
adequately test mean cell differences. It is only possible to 
look at the direction of signs across the attraction dimensions. 
Tables 6.8-6.9 presents the mean cell differences and standard 
deviations for the attraction dimensions and factors. Table 6.8 
presents the mean cell differences for the friendly-expectancy 
reciprocating targets and the nonreciprocating targets. The 
means were in the predicted direction in 15 out of 22 cases. 
Thus, 68% of the time, there was more attraction attributed to 
reciprocating friendly-expectancy condition targets compared to 
nonreciprocating targets across the conditions. 
Because of the low cell size, the nonparametric sign test 
(Siegel, 1956) was used to test the direction of the means for 
the available cases. The assumptions underlying the sign test 
are that pairs of measurements are independent and that at least 
ordinal scaling is used for the measures. Here, each attraction 
dimension and factor was treated as an observation. This 
resulted in 22 observations (power = .47 assuming a medium effect 
size at the .05 alpha level for a one-tailed test). The number 
of positive and negative signs was tallied. The sign test is a 
variation of the binomial test where the probability of positive 
and negative differences is .50. The probability associated with 
the direction of these signs was .067 Even one more positive 
Table 6.8 
Mean Cell Attraction Differences Between Reciprocating 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition Targets and Nonreciprocating 
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sign would have resulted in a probability of .026. 
Three of the four attraction factors were in the predicted 
direction for H11. For example, slightly more likeability, 
kindness and strength was attributed to past reciprocating 
friendly-expectancy condition targets. However, these findings 
are highly unstable and only suggestive of what may occur given 
much large cell size for friendly-expectancy condition targets. 
Still, preliminary indications yield support for H11. 
There was also preliminary support for H12. Again, there 
was the· problem with uneven cell sizes and the low cell size for 
reciprocating unfriendly and no-expectancy condition targets. 
Table 6.9 presents these mean cell differences. Out of 21 usable 
observations (tied observations are omitted from the sign test), 
76% (16 out of 21) were in the predicted direction (sign prob. = 
.013). It appears that friendly-expectancy condition 
reciprocating targets were more favorably rated than 
unfriendly-expectancy condition reciprocating targets. Thus, 
there may have been cynicism about the unfriendly-expectancy 
condition targets' reciprocity because of the perceivers 
approaching strategy. Recall that unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers initiated talk two and half times more than friendly-
expectancy perceivers. Perhaps, this could help initiate the 
conversation along a favorable path in which an acceptable level 
of intimacy is reached given the interaction goal preference for 
smooth interaction in initial encounters. 
Table 6.9 
Mean Cell Attraction Differences Between Reciprocating 
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Summary and Implications. Hypotheses five posited that 
targets would match the perceiver's approaching behaviors while 
hypotheses six and seven posited that targets paired with 
friendly and unfriendly-expectancy perceivers would match their 
perceiver partners' approaching behaviors more compared to 
targets in the no- expectancy condition. Hypotheses five was 
supported while hypotheses six and seven received minimal 
support. For example, the unbiased regression coefficients were 
in the right direction for vocalizations but a test of 
parallelism among regression slopes revealed no significant 
differences among the expectancy conditions. 
At best, the jury is still out concerning perceiver 
attracting ratings of targets' attraction. More research with 
larger numbers of target reciprocity is needed. However, the 
lack of reciprocity may preclude large cell sizes from ever being 
generated compared to instances of no influence. As indicated, 
reciprocity while detectable is weak. The results found here are 
no different from previous findings on the existence of 
reciprocal responses (e.g., Cappella & Planalp, 1981; Street, in 
press). Yet, there is some indication of reciprocal responses 
affecting outcome. This is discussed in the next chapter. 
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NOTES 
1Engle (1974) indicates that if a first-order autoregression 
is presumed when a second-order process holds, then the 
estimation error will be larger than necessary. Thus, a 
conservative representation of the data would be exhibited. 
2The Durbin-Watson statistic is valid only when serial 
correlation is tested in ordinary least squares regression 
equations containing independent variables that are not lagged 
dependent variables. Unfortunately, Johnson (1972) notes that 
this statistic often has been used erroneously to reflect serial 
correlation among independent variables which are lagged 
dependent variables. Thus, the equation for rendering this 
statistic included the perceiver's behavior (e.g., gaze) as the 
dependent variable and the target's lagged behavior (e.g., target 
gaze at lag 1) the independent variable. On the other hand, the 
correlograms are based on plots of lagged dependent variables 
following the guidelines established by Hibbs (1974). With. 
increasing lag, confidence in the autocorrelation is lowered 
since the number of observations is lost. Some have suggested 
using the Durbin H statistic for testing serial dependence when 
the independent variables contain lagged dependent variables. 
However, this statistic can not always be computed because the 
square root of a negative number would be required. When this is 
the case, it is suggested to regress the residual from the 
original ordinary least squares equation on the original lagged 
dependent variables and lagged residual. Then the t-ratio for 
the lagged residual is examined (Johnson, 1972). Examination of 
available Durbin H statistics were significant and revealed a 
first-order process as did residual t-tests. T-vales at lag 2 
were not significantly different from values at lag 1. 
3
street (1984) and Street and Murphy (1987) have reported 
second order autocorrelation using pooled time-series analyses. 
This may be due to two reasons. The unit of analysis used by 
Street is the average duration of behavior per minute of 
in~eraction. The u~it of anaiysis ~ere was · ~he totil ~uration of 
behavior per minute of interaction. This was done in order not 
to discard information. In addition, Street (in press) has 
indicated how behaviors may be analyzed among different units of 
analysis for theoretical and statistical reasons. Another reason 
for different autocorrelation order concerns the sample size. 
Compared to previous studies (e.g., Cappella & Planalp, 1981; 
Jaffe & Feldstein, 1970) and this one, the· sample sizes that 
Street analyzed were large (800 and 920). He has speculated that 
large sample sizes may reveal more consistency of behaviors. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
LINKING INPUT TO STRUCTURE TO OUTCOME IN INITIAL INTERACTION 
Cappella (1984) notes that many studies in the 
microstructure of interaction are merely descriptive in nature. 
Structural studies have only been concerned with how Gertain 
behavioral states or state changes are followed by other 
behavioral states or state changes. Furthermore, Cappella 
suggests that such studies are in themselves of little use to 
theory, research and practice in social relationships. Instead, 
it is important to link the structure of behavioral responses to 
outcome. Cappella (1984: 260) writes, "Rather, structures in 
interaction must be linked to outcome measures such as attraction 
and satisfaction, attachment and cohesion (e.g., Gottman, 1979) 
if microstructural analyses are to inform theories of 
interpersonal relations." 
This has been done here. In addition, the effect of 
preinteraction expectancies on structure and outcome has been 
analyzed. It appears that expectancies and the emergent 
structure of interaction conjunctively influence postinteraction 
attitudes about conversational partners and the interaction, 
itself. Ickes and his colleagues (1982) suggest that in initial 
interaction, friendly-expectancy perceivers approach the target 
hoping the target will respond in kind. Ickes refers to this as 
a reciprocity strategy. Conversely, unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers also approach the target hoping to create a favorable 
response from the target. However, unfriendly-expectancy 
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perceivers supposedly remember this which allows them to devalue 
the target's "friendly" response. The unfriendly-expectancy 
perceiver is thought to be skeptical of the target because of the 
perceiver's approaching behavior. Ickes and his associates 
(1982) wondered if the fundamental attribution error (e.g., Jones 
& Nisbett, 1971; Ross, 1977) which is associated with a friendly-
expectancy perceiver's postinteraction evaluations of the target 
is merely the reverse of a discounting-based attribution error 
that is associated with unfriendly-expectancy perceivers who may 
place undue emphasis on situational factors? They also wonder if 
the degree to which such discounting occurs is justified and 
should not be considered an error in attribution? The data here 
would seem to indicate that the degree of discounting depends on 
one's preinteraction expectancy keeping in mind the nature of 
initial interaction preferences. 
Sunnafrank (1986) argues that a primary goal in initial 
interaction is the maximation of relational outcomes. 
Individuals seek to increase the positiveness of their outcomes 
in relationships with others. Sunnafrank suggests that 
impressions of interaction partners will vary as a result of 
information available during initial interactions. However 
impressions are obtained (e.g., they may be provided by outside 
parties, generated as a result of observation, interrogation, 
disclosure), they may be used to forecast outcomes likely to be 
obtained in the future. Individuals should employ these 
predictions in making decisions about whether to avoid, restrict, 
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or seek further relational contact, as well as how to proceed 
with an interaction given these predictions. Thus, "the primary 
consideration in such decisions should be the individual's desire 
to maximize future outcomes" (Sunnafrank, 1986, p. 10). 
Furthermore, Sunnafrank suggests that the more positive predicted 
outcome values, the greater the likelihood of nonverbal 
expressiveness. There was some evidence for this for unfriendly-
expectancy perceivers. 
The display of expressive behaviors fits what Patterson 
(1983) refers to as the social-control function of nonverbal 
behaviors. The social-control function of nonverbal behavior 
offers an explanation for increases in nonverbal, friendliness 
behaviors by unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. The interaction 
can be "controlled" in such a way that smooth interaction is 
enhanced. The unfriendly-expectancy perceiver can approach the 
target and hope the target matches the approaching behaviors. 
According to Sunnafrank (1986), interaction partners should 
desire to maximize outcomes. Thus, cooperation is a means to do 
this. 
In order to maximize outcomes, interactors rely on 
preinteraction knowledge (input) and what emerges during the 
interaction itself (structure). The combination of these sources 
of affect (input+ structure) also affects postinteraction 
outcomes. The next sections examine in more detail each of these 
sources of affect on outcome evaluations. 
135 
Effect of Expectancies (Input) on Outcome 
H1 posited that perceivers expecting to interact with a 
friendly target would rate their target partners higher on 
interpersonal attraction dimensions as well as rating the 
interaction more positively than perceivers in the no-expectancy 
or unfriendly-expectancy conditions. On the other hand, H2 
hypothesized no differences between unfriendly and no-expectancy 
perceivers. There was partial support for these hypotheses which 
were replications of the findings of Ickes and his associates 
(1982). 
Friendly-expectancy perceivers rated their target partners 
more sociable than unfriendly-expectancy perceivers but not more 
sociable than no-expectancy perceivers. In addition, there were 
no differences on any of the means for the attraction factors 
between unfriendly and no-expectancy perceivers. Friendly-
expectancy perceivers were also less nervous and thought the 
interaction was less awkward, forced and strained than 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. On a number of impressions 
about the interaction (e.g., interaction was smooth, natural and 
relaxed), friendly-expectancy perceivers rated the interaction 
more favorably than unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. This 
supports previous findings by Ickes et al. (1982). Yet, the fact 
that many dimensions yielded no significant differences raises 
the possibility that situational behavior may have created doubt 
for the unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. On the other hand, the 
friendly-expectancy perceivers may have questioned the "fit" of 
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the ongoing behavior with their preinteraction expectancy. As 
noted at the beginning of this chapter, Ickes and his colleagues 
(1982) wondered if there is an attribution error that is the 
reverse of the fundamental attribution error. This may be the 
case when behaviors are incompatible with a perceiver's 
expectation of what a target will be like. However, for this to 
be proved, target behavior must be analyzed alongside the 
perceiver's behaviors. As noted in Chapter One, studies similar 
to the ones carried out by Ickes and his associates (1982) which 
have supported belief perseverance have ignored target behavior. 
Only, the perspective of the perceiver has been provided. 
Failure to map ongoing behavior results in a simplistic picture 
of outcome evaluations. Another piece of the puzzle appears when 
the relationship between input and structure is examined. 
Preinteraction expectancies can affect the patterning of 
responses · in initial interaction. 
Effect of Input ~ Interaction Structure 
H3 and H4 posited that friendly and unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers compared to no-expectancy perceivers would approach 
the target as evidenced in longer durations of the coded 
nonverbal behaviors. There was little support for these 
hypotheses. Evidence of approaching depended on the unit of 
analysis and the behavior. Street (in press) also reports 
different findings as a function of the unit of analysis and 
behaviors under consideration. In this study, the means for 
vocalization duration were in the right direction. On tne other 
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hand, each time an unfriendly-expectancy or friendly-expectancy 
gazed .at the target, the average was longer than that for 
no-expect~ncy targets. Talk tended to be initiated by unfriendly 
and friendly-expectancy perceivers. It may have been important 
for unfriendly-expectancy perceivers to set an appropriate 
atmosphere. Sunnafrank (1986) posits that in the beginning stage 
of initial interactions, the amount of verbal communication and 
uncertainty reduction increase. Further increases in the amount 
of verbal communication occur when uncertainty reduction results 
in positive predicted outcome values. If it is assumed that 
initiation sets a proper context for friendly interaction and 
that by doing so, the unfriendly-expectancy perceiver hopes to 
maximize predicted outcome, then talk should be continued. 
An examination of the minute by minute means for the 
duration of talk revealed that in the first minute of 
interaction, unfriendly-expectancy perceivers talked more (x = 
30.13) than no-expectancy perceivers (x = 23.98), (t [one-tailed] 
(63) = 2.46, p < .017, power= .50 expecting a medium effect 
size). There were no differences in the second, third or fourth 
minutes of the interaction. During the fifth minute, 
friendly-expectancy perceivers talked more (x = 33.84) than 
no-expectancy perceivers (x = · 23.67), t [one-tailed] (63) = 2.40, 
p < .019. Unfriendly-expectancy perceivers not only initiated 
talk two and a half times more than no-expectancy perceivers, but 
they also talked more at the outset of the interaction. Then, 
the level tapers off. Thus, there is some evidence of initial 
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approaching with desired outcomes by the unfriendly-expectancy 
perceiver. It is possible that unfriendly-expectancy perceivers 
were trying to set a positive atmosphere by initiating talk. 
In Chapter Five it was noted how there were high 
within-squares error terms for the contrasts concerning the link 
between input and structure. This points to the importance of 
individual dyadic differences. The emergent behavior is 
relationally defined apart from the effect of a preexisiting 
knowledge base. Evidence for this was seen in examining the 
various kinds of behavioral responses across all conditions. For 
example, there were cases of the perceiver influencing the target 
and the target influencing the perceiver as well as no influence 
being demonstrated. Individual time-series analyses of talk 
turns also revealed a few instances of simultaneous talk. Such 
instances were masked by pooling across dyads within each 
expectancy condition. The importance of emergent communication 
behavior in influencing outcome should not be underestimated. 
Hypothesis five posited that targets would match the 
perceivers approach behaviors given the preference for smooth 
interaction in initial encounters. Hypotheses six and seven 
posited that targets paired with friendly-expectancy and 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers would reciprocate the 
perceiver's conversational behaviors while no-expectancy 
condition targets would not demonstrate reciprocity. There was 
little support for these hypotheses save for the significant 
simultaneity effect of gaze by friendly and unfriendly-expectancy 
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perceivers. These hypotheses were based on the assumption that 
increases in these behaviors would be pleasant if matched by the 
targets in these conditions given the input beliefs of the 
friendly and unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. While this 
occurred, it also occurred in the no-expectancy condition as 
predicted by HS. The nonverbal behaviors under analysis here 
could be seen as affiliative in nature. They are positive 
behaviors regardless of the effects of any preinteraction 
expectancy. The betas were generally in the prescribed 
direction. However, the small numbe~ of time-series points (N -
88) may have precluded finding more signficant effects. 
Positive behaviors seem to elicit positive responses. 
Vocalizations tended to be reciprocated regardless of expectancy 
condition. On the other hand, there was evidence of mutual gaze 
in the same time frame for friendly and unfriendly-expectancy 
- targets compared to no-expectancy targets. It is possible that 
this served a function of "encouraging" the other. For the 
unfriendly-expectancy condition, mutual eye gaze may function as 
a monitoring mechanism. In other words, there may be a 
social-control need of regulating the interaction through eye 
gaze. When these "monitoring" behaviors are done, the 
unfriendly-expectancy perceiver may believe that he/she "caused" 
the responses of the partner. Ickes and his colleagues (1982) 
argue that this attribution is available to unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers. Furthermore, as noted in Chapter Five, vigilance may 
take place in order to be alert for trouble. Thus, unfriendly-
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expectancy targets may be vigilant as they "look" for signs of 
friendliness or unfriendliness. Ickes and his colleagues (1982) 
argue that unfriendly-expectancy perceivers try to encourage 
friendly beha.vior by approaching the other, hoping the other will 
respond in the desired direction. 
The "causing" of the behavior can be done through what 
Patterson (1983) calls the social-control function of nonverbal 
behavior. There is the desire to induce a favorable reaction 
such as smiling more than usual, leaning forward, maintaining eye 
gaze and using head nods. In initial interaction, it is often 
the case that interactors put their best foot forward and try to 
achieve as smooth an interaction as possible. There are also 
some communicative norms that essentially dictate that friendly 
interaction between strangers is desireable. For example, Knapp 
(1984) posits that when an individual's basic attitudes are 
salient due to the situation or topic under discussion, there is 
greater demand for seriousness in message sending. The 
social-control function of nonverbal cue encoding·implies a 
concerted effort at controlling the interaction so it is smooth. 
Thus, one would presumably have to be somewhat serious or mindful 
in order to send out clear nonverbal cues designed to elicit 
reciprocity. 
The social control function of nonverbal behaviors in which 
an individual approaches an other hoping to generate smooth 
interaction would seem to reflect a plan of hoped for 
reciprocity. The interaction goals perspective of Hilton and 
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Darl~y (1985) states how initial interactors desire smooth and 
friendly interaction. This may be accomplished by using a social 
control strategy of increasing the frequency and duration of 
affiliation behaviors. During initial interaction, Berger and 
Kellermann (1986) note how interactors may use habitual 
behavioral strategies even when faced with potential barriers and 
failure. They speculate that there is a maxim in which an 
interactor should "keep doing what usually works even if it isn't 
and try something new and hope that it will work better" 
(p. 24). This maxim also underlines the social~control function 
of the approach strategy. Increase the frequency and duration of 
affiliation behaviors hoping the other will respond in kind. The 
perceiver and approacher has nothing to lose in this regard and 
everything to gain. 
While, there may be the goal of exercising influence to 
change the behavior of the other, Patterson's (1982) explanation 
places emphasis on expectations driving the behavioral response. 
Yet, it seems to minimize the effect of what the other actually 
does during an interaction. Here, it was found that there were 
positive relationships between the target's duration of behaviors 
and ratings of the target's attractiveness. Aside from this 
research, there has been little speculation on the social-control 
function of conversational involvement (cf., Berger & Kellermann, 
1986) and how it aids in understanding the link between input, 
structure and outcome. Patterson (1983) notes, there is a need 
for more research on this function of nonverbal behavior. 
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Evidence of reciprocity and consistency was demonstrated 
more strongly when pooling across dyads within the expectancy 
conditions. There is less stability of behaviors on a dyad by 
dyad basis. On the other hand, pooling appears to mask instances 
of simultaneous talk. Another important consideration is that 
pooling uses clock time (a priori specified time intervals) as 
the unit of analysis. The turn by turn time-series used event 
time. In fact the range of observations varied from 36 to 106. 
Thus, there is a lot of variability concerning data points. In 
some instances, power became a problem. 
Relationship Between Input, Target Behavior and Outcome 
H8-H10 were concerned with the relationship between 
expectancies, target behavior and attraction ratings. These 
hypotheses posited that perceivers who were paired with targets 
whose actual behaviors rev~aled higher levels of friendliness 
would rate their target partners as being more attractive 
compared to perceivers paired with targets who had less duration 
of the conversational behaviors. 
A few points of clarification are needed in this context. 
Reference is made solely to target behavior instead of 
interaction structure. Counting up the duration of target 
conversational behaviors does not reflect structure in the 
strictest sense. The structure of an interaction refers to how 
interactors conjunctively influence or do not influence each 
other. There may be response modes of reciprocity, both 
simultaneous and past, compensation, consistency or no 
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influence. H8-Hl0 were only concerned with the duration of 
target behavior and its affect on outcome and not response modes. 
There was no support for H8. This hypothesis predicted that 
friendly-expectancy perceivers would rate their target partners 
higher on interpersonal attraction the more the coded behaviors 
were displayed. On the other hand, there was support for H9 and 
HlO. These hypotheses predicted higher attraction ratings for 
unfriendly and no-expectancy targets as a function of their 
manifestation of the friendly nonverbal behaviors. For example, 
there was a positive relationship between kindness and unfriendly 
and no-expectancy condition targets' manifestations of 
friendliness. The question arises as to why there were no 
positive relationships in the friendly-expectancy condition while 
there were many positive relationships in the unfriendly and 
no-expectancy conditions. Part of the answer may lie in what 
Nisbett and Ross (1980) refer to as the vividness criterion for 
information - processing. 
It is surmised that people's inferences are more determined 
by vivid, concrete information than by pallid information. A few 
factors are supposed to contribute to the vividness of 
information. How emotionally interesting is the information? 
How concrete and imagery-provoking is the information? 
A given event or in the present case, behavioral indicators 
of friendliness may have greater or lesser emotional interest for 
the perceiver depending on the "nature of one's acquaintance with 
the participants in the event" (Nisbett & Ross, 1980: 45). It is 
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possible that enduring signs of friendliness were desperately 
sought for by unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. On the other 
hand, the friendly-expectancy perceivers were expecting the 
target to be warm and outgoing. Signs of friendliness may not be 
that "informative" or salient to them. It was expected so it 
added nothing new to the preexisting knowledge base. 
On the other hand, signs of target friendliness noticed by 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers would be very salient. Target 
manifestation of the conversational behaviors would be 
desireable. Individuals would like to believe before they 
interact with a stranger in an experimental situation that the 
person is going to be friendly. For example, no-expectancy 
perceivers tended to believe before the interaction that their 
interaction partner was going to be relatively friendly (x = 
26.7, range 14-39). This was in contrast to 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers' beliefs (x = 17.04, range 9-29) 
and friendly-expectancy perceivers (x = 32.73, range 21-42). 
The salience of target manifestation of friendliness for 
unfriendly and no-expectancy perceivers fits well with the 
concept of interaction goals. Hilton and Darley (1985) argue how 
the context of information is presumed to determine goals. In 
initial interactions, researchers create social situations in 
which individuals interact briefly, without set goals with a 
stranger with whom they expect to never see again. In this 
context, the primary preference is to have a pleasant 
interaction. With this as a goal, it is not very surprising that 
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a person having an expectancy of a target could use the 
expectancy in a social-control function to structure the 
interaction so it is pleasant. If someone is expected to be 
unfriendly, the perceiver may avoid discussing social issues or 
even use pseudoagreements as a tactic to insure smooth 
interaction. 
Hilton and Darley (1985) note that a less-than-obvious 
consequence is that the perceiver's behaviors are in alignment 
with their specific interaction tactics. It makes sense that for 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers, target manifestation of any 
sign of friendliness may be more readily processed. This would 
also apply to no-expectancy perceivers who still have the 
preference for friendly interaction and may notice signs of it. 
Nothing was expected and yet, signs of friendliness that are 
manifested may be noticed by them. Conversely, the manifestation 
of target friendliness may be pallid and unexciting for 
friendly-expectancy perceivers. Yet, the manifestation of target 
friendliness may be more vivid and salient for unfriendly and 
no-expectancy perceivers. 
Planalp and Hewes (1~81) suggested that individuals must 
build internal representations of their environment in order to 
make sense of the world. They have to focus on relevant stimuli 
and ignore the irrelevant. Focusing permits an individual to use 
implicit theories in order to obtain valuable information. 
Because of interaction preferences, unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers would presumably focus on overt signs of target 
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friendliness. 
It should also be noted that Taylor and Thompson (1982) in 
reviewing 23 studies on the effect of vividly presented 
information on judgments found that 19 studies showed no effect. 
They argue the effect is very weak and discuss other problems 
relating to conceptualization of the vividness effect. They 
suggest that prior opinions, personally relevant and other 
judgments about the messages (or behaviors) are three perceiver 
variables that may influence the production of a vividness 
effect. This fits in well with the argument here that 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers because of the initial 
interaction goal to have smooth interaction would look for any 
sign of friendliness. It would appear to be very relevant for 
them because the expectancy goes against interaction 
preferences. 
In discussing what information an individual chooses to 
attend to, Neisser (1976) notes that no choice is ever free of 
the choice on which it is based. Nevertheless, that information 
is selected by the chooser. In addition, the environment 
supplies the information that the chooser will use. There is a 
contradiction between anticipating and observing. We cannot 
perceive unless we anticipate, but we must not see only what we 
anticipate. The unfriendly and no-expectancy perceivers 
apparently did not let their expectancies unduly influence their 
observations. When signs of friendliness were exhibited, they 
increased their attraction toward the targets. 
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The fact that unfriendly-expectancy perceiver ratings of 
target attraction was positively related to target manifestation 
of friendliness reveals a facet of information processing 
concerning the accommodation of preinteraction expectancies to 
fit with new, situational information. There is a plethora . of 
literature on belief perseverance (see Nisbett & Ross, 1980 for a 
review). However, the studies of this type have not analyzed 
interaction. Nisbett and Ross (1980) have posited that when 
people have a theory before encountering any evidence in proof or 
disproof of it, that exposure to evidence will result in more 
belief in the correctness of the original theory. Thi~ is an 
extreme position. A number of qualifications are in order. 
First, the duration of the preexisting theory must be 
considered. In this study, the preinteraction expectancies had 
no history. Friendly and unfriendly-expectancy perceivers were 
simply given information about the target a few minutes before 
the interaction began. Presumably, with long-held theories, a 
more resilient knowledge base has been formed that may be less 
susceptible to situational observations. 
Secondly, the correspondence between the theory and 
preferences needs to be explicated. The unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers' expectations were incompatible with interaction 
preferences thus making signs of friendliness salient via use of 
a social-control function of nonverbal behavior. When the 
preference is incompatible with the expectancy, it is possible 
that any sign of behavior that is compatible with interaction 
preferences will be highly valued and encouraged. In such 
instances, the accommodation of the expectancy to "desired" 
situational information is facilitated. The situational 
information would be congruent with interaction preferences. 
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For unfriendly-expectancy perceivers, signs of friendliness 
may be a "tag" given their expectancy of unfriendly interaction. 
The "tag" is especially important given the preference for 
friendly interaction. Schank and Abelson (1977) discuss a script 
pointer+tag hypothesis with regard to recall when activities are 
interpreted. It is assumed that there is a construction of a 
specific memory representation for every activity that is 
encountered. The specific memory representation is believed to 
contain a script pointer to a generic script that best fits the 
activity, along with "tagged" actions that are unrelated or 
inconsistent with the content of the script. 
Graesser, Gordon and Sawyer (1979) found that individuals 
recalled atypical actions in a written passage than for typical 
script actions. 
typical actions. 
There was no memory discrimination for very 
These researchers concluded that an action will 
be "tagged" if it deviates a small degree from the script. 
If we assume that individuals have a script for unfriendly 
interaction, then signs of friendliness may be "tagged". This 
tagging is functional given the preference for friendly and 
smooth encounters. Unfriendly-expectancy perceivers may search 
for signs of friendliness that are compatible with the normative 
preference for initial, friendly interaction. 
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In contrast, friendly-expectancy perceivers may not have 
been influenced by the duration of their target partner's 
friendliness behaviors. Graesser and his associates (1979) found 
support for the notion that memory discrimination is poorer for 
typical script actions because only the script pointer (e.g., 
friendly interaction script) is preserved in memory. They 
propose that in recalling typical and atypical scripted actions, 
a memory search is used in which a tag which corresponds to the 
action is sought. If no tag is found, then scripted actions are 
not remembered as much because the memory search makes typical 
actions pallid and uninformative. Given the preference for 
initial friendly interaction, friendliness behaviors and their 
manifestation may not be as vivid or impressive. In short, the 
correlational findings are consistent with the script pointer+tag 
hypothesis. To put another way, friendly behaviors may not be 
appreciated and noticed more by friendly-expectancy perceivers 
compared to unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. They may be taken 
for granted. 
While, the expectation of unfriendliness is not compatible 
with interaction preferences, the unfriendly-expectancy perceiver 
may be very eager to change his/her evaluation of the target so 
it is aligned with interaction preferences. If one has no 
previous history of interaction with another, then because of the 
importance of the interaction preference for friendly interaction 
in initial encounters, any sign of behavior that supports the 
preference would be critically examined. In the debriefing 
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sessions after subjects completed the outcome measure, 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers said they changed their ratings 
of the other if the other talked, laughed and seemed to be 
outgoing. Thus, talking and laughing may have been "tagged". 
On the other hand, additional data reported elsewhere has 
revealed that even if unfriendly-expectancy perceivers rate their 
partners as do friendly-expectancy perceivers, there is less 
attributional confidence (Honeycutt, 1986). For example, while 
unfriendly and friendly-expectancy perceivers may rate the 
friendliness of their partner at the same level, 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers are significantly less confident 
about their judgment. This was also true for ratings of the 
target's independence, poise, sincerity and warmth. There was 
also more attributional confidence for no-expectancy perceivers 
compared to unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. Furthermore, as 
reported in Chapter Four, unfriendly-expectancy perceivers 
reported they were more nervous by their target partner's 
presence, viewed the interaction as being awkward, forced and 
strained as well as less smooth, natural and relaxed compared to 
friendly-expectancy perceivers. This fits well with a 
social-control strategy of conversational involvement. 
Another point to consider in the accommodation of 
preinteraction expectancies to fit with situational information 
is the initial confidence of preinteraction expectancies. Hilton 
and Darley (1985) found that perceivers who were less confident 
of their preinteraction expectancies changed their evaluations 
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more than high-confident perceivers. Because the unfriendly-
expectancy perceiver's expectancy was incongruent with their 
interaction preference and would welcome signs of friendliness, 
we ·could surmise they would change their attraction ratings to be 
aligned with target manifestation of friendliness. Yet, given 
what their expectancy was, they should also be less confident of 
their ratings. In a sense, they may not know what to believe, 
the expectancy or the behavior. It appears the interaction 
preference disposes going with the behavior insofar as the target 
manifests behaviors indicative of friendliness. Additional data 
appear to support this interpretation (Honeycutt, 1986). 
Further support of this is found in Kelley's (1972) 
"discounting principle". This principle predicts there is less 
attribution of a behavior-supported disposition to the target 
when the target's behavior is that expected in the situation than 
when the same behavior occurs without constraint. Presumably, 
friendly behavior by unfriendly-expectancy condition targets is 
constrained by the perceiver's actions. The perceiver's actions 
are of no consequence in the friendly-expectancy condition. 
Effect of Input on Response Modes of Reciprocity and Its Effect 
on Outcome 
The final set of hypotheses (Hll and H12) dealt with 
individual dyadic responses concerning target responses to 
perceivers' behaviors. This represents the conjunctive influence 
of input and interaction structure on outcome evaluations. Ickes 
and his associates (1982) base their entire analysis on the 
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presumption that approaching by the perceivers was actually 
reciprocated by the targets. Yet, evidence of conversational 
influence was never reported. As revealed in time-series 
analyses, there was some evidence for different kinds of 
influence. Subsequently, different kinds of response modes 
(e.g., reciprocating, no influence, compensation) were linked to · 
evaluation of the target. 
H11 predicted that reciprocating friendly-expectancy targets 
would be more favorably evaluated than nonreciprocating targets. 
In addition, H12 posited that reciprocating friendly-expectancy 
condition targets would be more positively evaluated than 
reciprocating unfriendly-expectancy condition targets. Three of 
the four attraction dimensions were in the direction of support 
for H11. In addition, the sign test revealed that 16 out of 21 
observations were in the predicted direction for H12. 
This may be to the belief that the "cause" of the 
friendly-expectancy condition target's reciprocal responses can 
not be directly attributed to what the friendly-expectancy 
perceiver was doing in terms of approaching behaviors. Their 
behavior does not matter. Yet, it matters for unfriendly-
expectancy perceivers. They can believe they "caused" the target 
to act friendly. 
Where the self is seen as the cause of target behavior, 
attributions may be made which do not follow the bias of the 
fundamental attribution error in which attributions about self 
are made on the basis of the situation and attributions about 
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In contrast, friendly-expectancy perceivers may not have 
been influenced by the duration of their target partner's 
friendliness behaviors. Graesser and his associates (1979) found 
support for the notion that memory discrimination is poorer for 
typical script actions because only the script pointer (e.g., 
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not remembered as much because the memory search makes typical 
actions pallid and uninformative. Given the preference for 
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manifestation may not be as vivid or impressive. In short, the 
correlational findings are consistent with the script pointer+tag 
hypothesis. To put another way, friendly behaviors may not be 
appreciated and noticed more by friendly-expectancy perceivers 
compared to unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. They may be taken 
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While, the expectation of unfriendliness is not compatible 
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may be very eager to change his/her evaluation of the target so 
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sessions after subjects completed the outcome measure, 
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of the other if the other talked, laughed and seemed to be 
outgoing. Thus, talking and laughing may have been "tagged". 
On the other hand, additional data reported elsewhere has 
revealed that even if unfriendly-expectancy perceivers rate their 
partners as do friendly-expectancy perceivers, there is less 
attributional confidence (Honeycutt, 1986). For example, while 
unfriendly and friendly-expectancy perceivers may rate the 
friendliness of their partner at the same level, 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers are significantly less confident 
about their judgment. This was also true for ratings of the 
target's independence, poise, sincerity and warmth. There was 
also more attributional confidence for no-expectancy perceivers 
compared to unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. Furthermore, as 
reported in Chapter Four, unfriendly-expectancy perceivers 
reported they were more nervous by their target partner's 
presence, viewed the interaction as being awkward, forced and 
strained as well as less smooth, natural and relaxed compared to 
friendly-expectancy perceivers. This fits well with a 
social-control strategy of conversational involvement. 
Another point to consider in the accommodation of 
preinteraction expectancies to fit with situational information 
is the initial confidence of preinteraction expectancies. Hilton 
and Darley (1985) found that perceivers who were less confident 
of their preinteraction expectancies changed their evaluations 
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more than high-~onfident perceivers. Because the unfriendly-
expectancy perceiver's expectancy was incongruent with their 
interaction preference and would welcome signs of friendliness, 
we 'could surmise they would change their attraction ratings to be 
aligned with target manifestation of friendliness. Yet, given 
what their expectancy was, they should also be less confident of 
their ratings. In a sense, they may not know what to believe, 
the expectancy or the behavior. It appears the interaction 
preference disposes going with the behavior insofar as the target 
manifests behaviors indicative 6f friendliness. Additional data 
appear to support this interpretation (Honeycutt, 1986). 
Further support of this is found in Kelley's (1972) 
"discounting principle". This principle predicts there is less 
attribution of a behavior-supported disposition to the target 
when the target's behavior is that expected in the situation than 
when the same behavior occurs without constraint. Presumably, 
friendly behavior by unfriendly-expectancy condition targets is 
constrained by the perceiver's actions. The perceiver's actions 
are of no consequence in the friendly-expectancy condition. 
Effect of Input on Response Modes of Reciprocity and Its Effect 
on Outcome 
The final set of hypotheses (Hll and H12) dealt with 
individual dyadic responses concerning target responses to 
perceivers' behaviors. This represents the conjunctive influence 
of input and interaction structure on outcome evaluations. Ickes 
and his associates (1982) base their entire analysis on the 
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presumption that approaching by the perceivers was actually 
reciprocated by the targets. Yet, evidence of conversational 
influence was never reported. As revealed in time-series 
analyses, there was some evidence for different kinds of 
influence. Subsequently, different kinds of response modes 
(e.g., reciprocating, no influence, compensation) were linked to 
evaluation of the target. 
Hll predicted that reciprocating friendly-expectancy targets 
would be more favorably evaluated than nonreciprocating targets. 
In addition, H12 posited that reciprocating friendly-expectancy 
condition targets would be more positively evaluated than 
reciprocating unfriendly-expectancy condition targets. Three of 
the four attraction dimensions were in the direction of support 
for Hll. In addition, the sign test revealed that 16 out of 21 
observations were in the predicted direction for Hl2. 
This may be to the belief that the "cause" of the 
friendly-expectancy condition target's reciprocal responses can 
not be directly attributed to what the friendly-expectancy 
perceiver was doing in terms of approaching behaviors. Their 
behavior does not matter. Yet, it matters for unfriendly-
expectancy perceivers. They can believe they "caused" the target 
to act friendly. 
Where the self is seen as the cause of target behavior, 
attributions may be made which do not follow the bias of the 
fundamental attribution error in which attributions about self 
are made on the basis of the situation and attributions about 
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others reflect internal dispositions (Watson, 1982). Yet, 
attributing the cause of an other's behavior to oneself (e.g., 
the situation created by the perceiver) rather than to the 
other's internal dispositions is discrepant from the explanation 
of actor-observer differences in attribution. Ickes and his 
_associates (1982) make the argument that the perceiver may accept 
internal responsibility for the resulting behavior of the target 
and that the target is responding to the situation created by the 
perceiver. This is a reversal of the usual actor/observer 
difference. Individual ~otivations influence the processing of 
information (Ickes et al., 1982; Watson, 1982). In situations 
where preinteraction expectancies are incompatible with 
interaction preferences, the individual may be motivated to 
resolve a "cognitive dilemna". 
A "cognitive dilemna" occurs when beliefs and situation 
information are incompatible (Metalsky & Abramson, 1981). The 
individual can either make a covariation JUdgment in line wi_th 
prior expectancies or reinterpret or ignore strongly held beliefs 
in favor of the situational information. A substantial amount of 
belief-contradictory evidence or particularly salient 
contradictory evidence can lead to Judgments in line with current 
situational information. Alloy and Tabachnik (1984) in arguing 
for the impact of situational information on judgments indicate 
that Judgments can be very sensitive to actual covariation. Even 
in the presence of theories, situational information exerts a 
strong influence on outcome judgments. Alloy and Tabachnik 
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(1984) write, "In sum, organisms both assimilate incoming 
situational information to their preexisting expectations and 
accommodate their expectations to the objective data of 
experience. That is, they both make sense of and impose upon the 
world, simultaneously" (p. 141). The most effective processing 
of information occurs when there is equilibrium between 
assimilation and accommodation. However, Piaget (1983) suggests 
this is difficult to attain let alone maintain. 
Nisbett and Borgida (1975) have noted that in some cases, 
new information may not change a person's attributions but lead 
him/her to question it. One may then try to get additional 
information. The new information may reconfirm the original 
judgment (assimilation) or result in some modification of it 
(accommodation). Yet, Kelly and Michela (1980) have indicated 
that the properties of making the attribution itself may elicit 
behavior which shapes subsequent outcomes. While they were 
thinking of self-confirming biases, the social-control function 
of nonverbal behavior can be used to influence another's 
involvement during an interaction so that it is at an acceptable 
level. 
Ickes and his associates (1982) reported that unfriendly-
expectancy perceivers approaches their target partners and 
despite the apparent high level of affective involvement rated 
the target less positively on some of the attraction dimensions. 
They wonder if these perceivers were thinking they "caused" the 
target's behaviors thus doubting its correspondent-inference 
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value and not taking the behavior at face value as reflecting 
underlying dispositions. They suggest that this frees the 
unfriendly-expectancy perceiver from the misattribution that 
underlies the self-fulfilling prophecy effect previously 
associated with approaching behaviors. On the other hand, it is 
possible that the social-control strategy may make the perceiver 
susceptible to a bias of overestimating the degree to which his 
or her own behavior is responsible for the target's (Heider, 
1976). Concerning the perceiver overestimating the degree to 
which his or her own behavior is responsible for the target's 
responses, there is little support for this. 
Table 7.1 presents the means for items relating to perceiver 
beliefs about controlling the interaction. It appears that 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers could be described as believing 
they "caused" the other's responses. The pattern of means were 
in the direction of control in the unfriendly-expectancy 
condition except for these perceivers believing they compensated 
for the other's failure to initiate talk and act friendly 
compared to friendly-expectancy perceivers. 
The data presented here would seem to support the 
modification of preinteraction expectancies to fit with 
situational behavior. Yet, it is a matter of degree. On some 
dimensions, there were no differences between expectancy 
conditions while on others there were. In addition, friendly-
expectancy perceivers' ratings of the targets' attractiveness was 
not correlated with the duration of behaviors while it was for 
Table 7.1 
Means and Standard Deviations for Beliefs About Controlling 
Influence Belief 
1. I felt a need to 
to communicate 
with other. 
2. I directed the 
direction. 
3. The other used 
my behavior as a 
guide for his/her 
behavior. 
4. My behavior 
influenced what 
the other did. 
5. I tried to 
influence the 
other during the 
interaction to do 
what I wanted. 
6. The other tried to 
accommodate me by 
adapting his/her 
behavior to "fit" 
with mine. 
7. I tried to 
compensate for the 
other's failure to 
initiate talk, act 
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*The range is from 1) no influence at all to 14) very strong 
influence. Different subscripts indicate that mean values in the 
individual contrasts differ at the .07 alpha level or less based 
on the two-tailed probability test. 
**standard deviations are enclosed in parentheses 
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unfriendly and no-expectancy perceivers. Thus, contrary to 
Ickes and his associates (1982) speculation about the existence 
of a discounting-based attribution error for the unfriendly-
expectancy condition in which there is a disproportionate 
emphasis on situational factors, the data here indicate that it 
cannot be said that unfriendly-expectancy perceivers always place 
a disproportionate emphasis on the target's expected internal 
disposition to be unfriendly. Rather, they seem to examine the 
situation closely and look for signs of friendliness which would 
fits with interaction preferences for smooth, friendly 
interaction. When expectancies go against preferences, any 
behavioral signs congruent with the preference may be more 
salient for the perceiver. The friendliness behaviors may be 
more vivid. They may be brought more to a higher level of 
awareness. 
Some Limitations of the Study 
This study suffered from a few limitations. First, as 
indicated earlier, small sample size was sometimes a problem for 
statistical analyses. However, power increased through pooling 
data across expectancy conditions while holding the expectancy 
effects constant. This was able to be done for a few analyses 
depending on the collective nature of hypotheses under 
examination. Ickes (personal communication) has typically found 
that studies using at least 45 dyads tend to reveal significant 
findings. 
Another problem with this study concerns the use of the 
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swivel chairs in the experiment. Ickes and his associates (1982) 
used a couch that was either 245 centimeters long (Ickes, 1983) 
or 170 centimeters long (Ickes & Barnes, 1977). It is not clear 
what the actual length was. He found that unfriendly and 
friendly- expectancy perceivers sat closer on the couch next to 
their target partners than no-expectancy perceivers. Here, there 
were no significant seating differences though the range was 
greatest in the unfriendly-expectancy condition. The average 
seating distance was 27.58 inches. 
There may be a Western seating norm of approximately two 
feet in initial interaction when using chairs. Hall (1959) has 
described 18 to 48 inches as casual-personal space distance. 
When chairs are available that can be moved at will, there is 
more of a constraint on closer seating distances. A 
casual-personal distance is deemed appropriate. On the couch, 
persons can sit side-by-side, yet look out and away from the 
other. Thus, a comfortable distance can be created either 
through physical alteration or psychological compensation 
(looking out). 
A person can sit close and look at the outer environment at 
the same time when on a couch. In contrast, persons sitting on 
swivel chairs are more constrained. It is more appropriate to 
look at the other. They sit further apart yet monitor each 
other. Because of this casual-personal distance norm, it would 
be better to use a couch. Yet, more accurate measures of 
distance are obtained from the legs of movable, swivel chairs 
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than from estimates based on couch seating positions. 
Another limitation which was addressed in Chapter Three 
concerns knowledge of being videotaped. It was argued that 
Wiemann (1981) found that knowledge of taping does not appear to 
bias or constrain emergent conversational behaviors. In fact in 
this study, a number of subjects actually did not realized the 
camera was on when the researcher left the room and later 
returned. On the other hand, Ickes (1983) argues for unobtrusive 
videotaping. Yet, knowledge of being taped does not appear to 
unduly influence behaviors. Behaviors stabilize after a minute 
or two of interaction. Most of the subjects in this study 
indicated in the debriefing sessions that they tended to forget 
about the camera. If one has the facilities to do unobtrusive 
taping, it is worthwhile. On the other hand, researchers should 
not be dissuaded if they h~ve no covert facilities available. 
Another limitation of the study consisted of the restricted 
number of behaviors reflecting friendliness that were analyzed. 
Coker and Burgoon (1987) have recently propo~ed a 
multidimensional framework for analyzing communication 
involvement of which immediacy behaviors is a dimension. The 
static and dynamic behaviors that were analyzed here came from 
the behaviors examined in the interaction paradigm of Ickes 
(1983). Other behaviors such as head nods could indicate 
friendliness (Coker & Burgoon, 1987). Hilton and Darley (1985) 
acknowledge this problem yet, "take some comfort in the knowledge 
that the search for behavioral mediation of expectancies has 
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always been a long process (cf., Rosenthal, 1974)" (p. 14). They 
also met with failure with outside judge's ratings of the targets 
appearing comfortable, self-disclosive, friendly, and warm. 
Another limitation was the micro-level behavioral approach 
used to reflect friendliness. Using observer ratings of 
interaction behaviors represents another way to examine 
interaction. Coker and Burgoon (1987) note how two measurement 
approaches can be used to identify nonverbal manifestations of 
communication outcome. One is to measure specific externalized 
behaviors that can be measured mechanically and the other is to 
gather ratings of the subjective impressions that behaviors 
foster such as warmth, distance, noninvolvement, etc ... The 
former was used here because of its precision and objective 
measurement (see Coker and Burgoon (1987) for a discussion on the 
merits and limitations of each measurement approach). 
Some Directions for Future Research 
This study answered a few questions concerning the linkages 
between input, structure and outcome. However, many questions 
are left unanswered while new ones arise. A number of things 
observed in carrying out this study have prompted questions for 
future research. 
This study had no hypotheses concerning target influence on 
the perceiver. Yet, there were a number of cases of the 
perceiver reciprocating to the target in adjacent turn 
intervals. This might represent relinquishing "social-control''. 
Instead, the perceiver lets the target call the conversational 
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shots so to speak. Does this result in higher or lesser 
perceiver attraction for the target? Preinteraction expectancies 
would be a mitigating factor. Where expectancies are compatible 
with interaction preferences for initial · friendly interaction 
such as in the friendly-expectancy condition, then the 
"controlling target" may be rated positively compared to 
"controlling unfriendly-expectancy condition targets." In the 
latter condition, the perceiver presumably approaches the target, 
is rebuffed and ends up being responsive to the target. 
To further shed light on attributional biases in rendering 
outcome evaluations to self and other, it would be worthwhile to 
compare direct and meta-perceptions of the interaction and the 
attraction dimensions. For example, unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers may rate their target partner as less sociable because 
of their expectancy and the use of social-control. How would 
this sociability rating correspond with the target's own rating? 
The literature on self-confirmation biases (e.g., Snyder & Swann, 
1978) says the target comes to take on behaviors which validate 
the perceiver's expectancies (cf., Hilton & Darley, 1985). Yet, 
there was evidence for accommodating preinteraction expectancies 
to fit with situational behavior. We could surmise there will be 
little correspondence between perceiver ratings of the target and 
the target's self-ratings. In fact, some preliminary findings 
support this (Honeycutt, 1986). 
Another intriguing area to pursue research has to do with 
the self-report to be friendly and the relationship or lack of 
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relationship to actual manifestations of friendliness. It is 
socially desireable to say that you are friendly in a variety of 
situations particularly initial interaction. Though it was not 
used in this study for analytic purposes, the bogus "Self-Ratings 
of Friendliness" questionnaire could be used in the future to 
determine the correspondence between predispositions to be 
friendly and actual behavior. Such an undertaking would begin to 
expose the structural characteristics of individual's implicit 
theories of being friendly in initial interaction. The behaviors 
that characterize individuals reporting they are friendly may be 
similar or· quite different from individuals reporting they are 
less friendly in initial interaction. If it is found that the 
behaviors, are similar, then the selection and organization of 
information (Planalp & Hewes, 1981) would have to be given 
careful attention in the attempt to explain how the self-
ascription of being friendly or less friendly takes place. 
Some emphasis has been placed here on the interaction goals 
analysis proposed by Hilton and Darley (1985). Without formal, 
externally-imposed goals, individuals involved in initial 
interaction studies have an implicit goal of having smooth 
interaction with an other. There is a preference for friendly 
interaction. However, there are times when individuals may be 
motivated to diverge and not to reciprocate to another's 
approaches. Instead, the person desires to get minimally 
involved in the interaction. A common example that comes to mind 
is when one is trying to conceal something that may hurt one in 
an employment interview if it were to be made known to the 
interviewer. In such instances, we may be more attracted to 
someone who we think is going to be minimally involved in the 
conversation. In fact, reciprocating · to low involvement 
behaviors (e.g., eye gaze aversion, silence) would be a 
desireable thing to . do. 
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Most studies have presumed that reciprocating to positive 
behaviors is always desired. Compensation has not been examined 
as much; On the other hand, Street and Giles (1982) believe 
withdrawal and nonmatching is desired when distinctivenss 
enhances the positive identity of individuals who believe they 
are in an interaction where there are perceived group 
differences. Cappella and Greene (1982) also discuss conditions 
where compensation would be desired. 
Individual intentions (e.g., reveal or conceal information) 
conjointly act with preinteraction expectancies to affect 
approaching behaviors, structural responses and outcome 
evaluations. Most research has been based on the interaction 
goal presumption of insuring smooth interaction. We need to 
examine more interaction in which conditions make withdrawal and 
compensation permissable, if not desireable. The failure to do 
this paints only part of the interaction influence picture. 
There may be situations where smooth interaction is not 
desired. Competitive tasks come to mind in addition to instances 
of concealment. For example, Cook (1970) reports that in a 
competitive task situation (competing to see who can solve a 
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series of puzzles in the least amount of time), university 
students from the United States desired to sit closer to their 
opponent at a table so this would allow them to see how the other 
person was progressing as well as using gestures, body movements, 
and eye contact to "upset" their opponents. On the other hand, 
students from the United Kingdom desired more distant positions 
in order to prevent "spying". Thus, approaching as revealed in 
proximity was not always associated with smooth interaction. 
Another area of research in this area centers on awareness 
of the social-control function of nonverbal behavior. In this 
study, perceivers did not report very much awareness or rather 
they did not take responsibility for influencing the other to a 
great degree. Berger and Bradac (1982) argue that persons are 
sometimes aware and sometimes unaware of self and other's 
behavior during an interaction. Individuals view their world 
as a product of internal and external forces. Fluctuations in 
awareness of self and other influence communication. Friendly 
and unfriendly-expectancy perceivers had a small knowledge base 
provided for them. Thus, some uncertainty was reduced before the 
interaction began. Since the unfriendly-expectancy goes against 
interaction preferences for friendly and smooth interaction, it 
is possible they may be more motivated to increase knowledge of 
the other. Thus, the unfriendly-expectancy perceiver may be more 
mindful of conversational behaviors. 
Research by Bower, Black and Turner (1979) on script recall 
revealed that deviations from scripted activities (e.g., ordering 
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food at a restaurant) were better remembered than actions 
consistent with the script. If this is true, then knowledge 
gained in the interaction could help in simultaneously 
controlling the interaction and keeping it at an acceptable level 
of intimacy or equilibrium for unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. 
This is an intriguing idea because it incorporates Berger's 
(1979) active and experimental strategies for uncertainty 
reduction. The active strategy involves use of questions and 
self-disclosure to learn about an other. The experimental 
strategy is where one structures or manipulates various aspects 
of the environment in order to see how the target reacts. The 
social-control function of nonverbal behavior allows one to 
manipulate their own behavior while allowing observation of the 
target's reaction to it. Presumably, the target's response is 
informative and results in greater predictability of the target's 
acts. Yet, making a corresponding inference to the target's 
underlying disposition on the basis of the target's response is 
another matter. This is not as likely when the expectancy is 
incongruent with interaction preferences. · The unfriendly-
expectancy perceiver can use the social-control function of 
nonverbal behavior and believe he/she influence the target's 
responses. Thus, it may not reflect any underlying dispositions. 
In Chapter One, it was noted that Cappella and Greene (1982) 
have stressed the importance of determining if the structure of 
interaction solely depends on the beliefs and perceptions which 
individuals make about another's behaviors since controlling 
166 
interaction would simply depend on controlling attribution. The 
data here suggest different sources of effect on outcome. There 
was evidence for accommodating preinteraction expectancies to fit 
with emergent target behavior. 
The more friendly behaviors that were manifested the higher 
the ratings of target attractiveness by unfriendly and 
no-expectancy perceivers. Kruglanski and Ajzen (1983) argue that 
beliefs will persevere or be modified in light of new evidence 
according to the individual perceiver's need for structure in the 
judging situation (e.g., must arrive at a decision in a short 
time), fear of invalidity (e.g., persons expect _ to be publicly 
scrutinized for the validity of their judgments), the preference 
for desireable conclusions (e.g., success on a task or as was the 
case here, to insure smooth interaction), and the salience of 
inconsistent information (e.g., how important the contradictory 
evidence is). The data here appear to give some support to the 
unfreezing of epistemic knowledge structures. 
This study provided some evidence foi change in 
postinteraction evaluations of targets' attractiveness by 
unfriendly-expectancy perceivers. The unfriendly-expectancy 
perceivers' attraction ratings for their target partners 
converged with friendly-expectancy perceiver ratings on some 
dimensions. In addition, the display of involvement behaviors 
corresponded with attraction measures for unfriendly and no-
expectancy perceivers. This finding is contrary to the claim of 
Ickes and his associates (1982) that unfriendly-expectancy 
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perceivers call their target partners' behavior into question. 
In addition to expectancies and initial interaction preferences, 
the behavior of the target is critical in outcome evaluations. 
The interaction picture is more revealing from a dyadic 
perspective as opposed to the perspective of only one individual; 
the perceiver. Cappella (1984) indicates that influence in 
conversation may be one-way, mutual or not in existence. 
Postinteraction outcome is affected by the type of influence in 
addition to the effect of preinteraction knowledge. Thus, input 
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SELF-RATINGS OF FRIENDLINESS 
All of us have certain images of ourselves depending on the 
situation. Some of these images relate to personality, physical 
appearance, and behavior. One image that we have concerns how 
friendly we are when meeting new people for the first time. In 
the following items, we ask you about how friendly you feel you 
are when meeting a new person. After filling out the survey, we 
would like to do a followup designed to give us more information 
about how initial encounters affect us. Thus, we need your name, 
phone number, and daily classjwork schedule so we can contact you 
and arrange a time to do the followup. 
Your responses are confidential. No one but the researcher 
will ever see your specific responses. However, summmary data 
will be used to create profiles of respondents based on the 




Sex: M F Age: 
----
1. I generally consider myself to be a friendly person. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
2'. When meeting new people I tend to be very involved in the 
encounter in order to show my interest. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
3. I consider myself to often be quiet when meeting new people. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
4. I often come across as being personable and warm when 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES ! 
5. I tend to be very relaxed when meeting new people. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
6. I am very expressive and animated when meeting new people. 
NO! NO no ? yes _YES YES! 
7. I feel like I often carry the conversation when meeting new 
people. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
8. I consider myself to be shy with the opposite sex. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
9. I am hard to get to know. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
10. I am inclined to self-disclose about myself when meeting new 
people. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
11. I am usually very sociable when interacting with people 
just met. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
12. I tend to be easy-going when meeting new people. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
13. I tend to be reserved until I really know a person well. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
14. I tend to be aloof when meeting new people. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
15. I am inclined to actively signal my attentiveness in 
response to what another person is saying. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
I've 
16. I tend to be disinterested when interacting with new people. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
17. I easily become tense when meeting a new person. 
NO! NO no ? yes YES YES! 
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Please indicate in this space or on the back when you would or 
would not be available to do a followup. 
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PERCEPTIONS OF INTERACTION 
In the following questions we are interested in assessing your 
perceptions of the interaction between you and the other subject 
over the five-minute period that you talked together. Indicate 
your answers by circling the hash mark on each scale that best 
describes your feelings or perceptions. Please reflect on how 
you felt during this interaction and try to answer each question 
as accurately and honestly as possible. Your answers will not be 
shown to the other subject and will be used for statistical---
purposes only. 
Sex: M F 
--- ---
1. BEFORE the conversation took place, how friendly did you 
think your partner would be? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
2. BEFORE the ~onversation took place, how easy-going did you 
believe your partner would be? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
3. BEFORE the conversation took place, how sociable did you 




I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
How much did you feel a need to communicate with the other 
pers~n? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
How much do you think the other person felt a need to 
communicate with you? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
Did the presence of the other person make you feel nervous 
self-conscious? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
or 
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7. Do you think your presence made the other person feel nervous 
or self-conscious? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
8. How much did you try to direct the interaction in particular 
ways? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
9. How much do you think the other person tried to direct the 
interaction in particular ways? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
10. How much did you use the other person's behavior as a guide 
for your own behavior? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
11. How much do you think the other person used your behavior as 
a guide for his/her behavior? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
12. How much do you think the other person's behavior influenced 
the things you said and did during the interactgion? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
13. How much do you think your own behavior influenced what the 
other person said and did during the interaction? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
14. To what degree did the interaction seem awkward, forced, and 
strained to you? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
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15. To what degree do you think the interaction seemed awkward, 
forced, and strained to the other person? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
16. To what degree did the interaction seem smooth, natural, and 
relaxed to you? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
17. To what degree do you think the interaction seemed smooth, 
natural, and relaxed to the other person? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
18. To what degree were you comfortable interacting with the 
other person? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 




I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
How dominant and assertive do you think you appeared to be 
during the interaction? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very ·much 
How dominant and assertive did the other person appear to be 
during the interaction? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
22. How compassionate and sensitve to others do you think you 
appeared to be during the interaction? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
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23. How compassionate and sensitive to others did the other 
person appear to be during the interaction? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
24. To what extent did you try to influence the other person 
during the interaction to do what you wanted him/her to do? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
25. To what extent did the other person try to influence you 
during the interaction to do what she/he wanted you to do? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
26. To what extent did you try to accommodate the other person 
during the interaction by adapting your behavior to "fit in" 
with his/hers? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
27. To what extent did the other person try to accommodate you 
during the interaction by adapting his/her behavior to "fit 
in" with yours? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
28. How much rapport or understanding did you feel with the 
other person? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
29. How much rapport or understanding do you think the other 
person felt with you? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
30. To what extent did you try to avoid offending the other 
person? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
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31. To what extent did the other person try to avoid offending 
you? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
32. To what extent did you try to compensate for the other 
person's failure to initiate conversation, act friendly, 
etc.? 
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
33. To what extent did the other person try to compensate for 
your failure to initiate conversation, act friendly, etc.? 
I I I · 1 I I I I I I I I I I 
not at all very much 
On the basis of your interaction experience, please rate the 
other person on the following trait scales by circling the number 
that you consider most appropriate. Beneath each trait is a 
confidence scale. Use this scale to rate how confident you are 
in each trait assessment that you make. 
34. UNSOCIABLE 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 SOCIABLE 
35. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
36. STRONG 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 WEAK 
37. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
38. SEXUALLY COLD 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 SEX. WARM 
39. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
40. SENSITVE 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 INSENSITIVE 
41. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
42 . ASSERTIVE 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 
43. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 
44. BORING 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 









46. CRUEL 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 KIND 
47. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
48. EXCITING 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 DULL 
49. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
50. GENUINE 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 ARTIFICIAL 
51. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
52. VAIN 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 MODEST 
53. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
54. INDEPENDENT 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 DEPENDENT 
55. NO CONF~DENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
56. POISED 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 AWKWARD 
57. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
58. SINCERE 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 INSINCERE 
59. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
60. COLD 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 WARM 
61. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
62. FRIENDLY 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 UNFRIENDLY 
63. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
64. PHYSICALLY PHYSICALLY 
ATI'RACTIVE 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 UNATI'RACTIVE 
65. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
66. TRUS'IWORTHY 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 UNTRUS'IWORTHY 
67. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
68. LIKEABLE 5 4 3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4 5 DISLIKEABLE 
69. NO CONFIDENCE 1 2 3 4 5 6 EXTREMELY 
CONFIDENT 
FOR RESEARCHER USE ONLY: Subject No.: 
Subject Role: 





Statement of Consent 
We want to thank you for participating and being videotaped 
in this research on the spontaneous interaction of two strangers. 
The results of this study will contribute to our scientific 
knowledge about communication behaviors which are exhibited 
during initial interaction. 
As previously indicated, all of your responses will be 
confidential; in all probability there will be publications 
and/or other educational uses. The videotapes will be used for 
statistical and educational purposes only. 
You are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue 
participation at any time prior to the completion of the 
project. If you agree to let us use your responses and the 
videotape, please read and sign the statement below. 
. I hereby release this data along with my responses to the 
questionnaire with the understanding that all answers are 
anonymous and that this information will be used for 





CODING MANUAL FOR STATIC AND DYNAMIC NONVERBAL BEHAVIORS 
201 
The coding manual for static and dynamic nonverbal behaviors 
provides instructions for coding selected durations. Dynamic 
variables are those that change over time and fluctuate in terms 
of onset or offset of the behavior. 
Order of the Behaviors 
The behaviors that are coded are numbered in the following 
order on the presumption of frequency of change. The first four 
are dynamic and more rapidly changing over time. The last two 
are static and presumed not to vary as much. 
1. Gaze. When A looks at B, this is coded as an occurrence of 
eye gaze bu A. This behavior may be constant or quickly changing 
in just a few milliseconds. Some persons may avert eye gaze and 
reestablish so that a fleeting eye gaze pattern is in evidence. 
2. Vocalizations. Vocalizations included talk, mumbles, slurs, 
and groans. For the most part, vocalizations will simply be 
talk. Vocalizations are recorded regardless of content (e.g., 
"uhm, uh-huh"). 
3. Smiling/Laughter. Smiling and laughter are lumped into one 
category. This is done simply to reflect instances of positive 
affect by a subject. 
4. Gestures. Hand movements which accompany talk are coded as 
gestures. These movements are also known as illustrators since 
the movement accents the verbal message. Gestures may also be 
used as what are known as back-channel cues when a person is in 
the role of a listener and they use hand movements accompanied by 
a vocalization to indicate they want to speak. For example, one 
may raise their finger to indicate they wish to speak. Any hand 
movement which clearly accompanies talk is coded as a gesture. 
However, scratching, rubbing oneself, or playing with one's hair 
are not gestures. 
5. Body Lean. This is a static behavior. However, it may vary 
across the course of an interaction though it tends not to. This 
behavior is coded using a nominal scale. The following values 





Backward lean--Leaning back in the swivel chair. 
There is a definite attempt to lean back given what 
the natural angle of the back of the swivel chair is. 
Neutral lean--This is the baseline and signified by 
an upright seating positiDn given the plane of the 
back of the swivel chair. Thus, while a person may 




chair is built such that this is the normal upright 
position. 
Position 
Forward lean--The subject is observed deliberately 
leaning forward as evidenced by a change in the angle 
in one's back relative to the natural back of the 
swivel chair. 
6. Bod¥ Openness. This behavior is concerned with the degree of 
body or1entation that each subject typically maintains relative 






Closed--The subject is turned away from the other 
interactor or at a 90 degree right angle. 
Moderately Open--In the swivel chair, the subject is 
at angles or less than 90 degrees relative to the 
other interactor. In essence, the subject is not 
directly oriented to the other but at angles. Often 
this will be a 45 degree angle. 
Very Open--There is a direct body orientation by the 
subject relative to the other. For example, directly 
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Figure Dl 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.56, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: noncomputable 




-1 Rho ( y, y ) : -. 19 
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Figure 02 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC ) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.61, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: noncomputable 





-1 Rho(y,y ): -.06 
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Figure D3 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.26, p < .05 
Durbin H Statistic: -3.14, p < .001 
ARIMA Process: Autoregressive 




-1 Rho(y,y ): -.21 
2'07 
Figure 04 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.54, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: -5.71, p < .000 
ARIMA Process: Autoregressive 
\ ,1 
PAC 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.09 
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Figure DS 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 














- . 10 
-.20 
Lag 
Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.54, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: -4.01, p < .000 





-1 Rho ( y, y ) : -. 2 6 
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Figure D6 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 














----1----2----3 Lag ----1----2----3 
-.10 
.-. 20 
Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.65, (inconclusive) 
Durbin H Statistic: -3.05, p < .002 
ARIMA Process: Autoregressive 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.16 
2 10 
Figure 07 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.44, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: noncomputable 
ARIMA Process: Autoregressive 
PAC 
----1----2----3 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.01 
2 1 1 
Figure 08 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC ) 














----1----2----3 Lag ----1----2----3 
-.10 
-.20 
Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.50 (inconclusive) 
Durbin H Statistic: -14.68, p < .000 
ARIMA Process: Mixed model 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.13 
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Figure 09 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC ) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 2.07, p > .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: noncomputable 
ARIMA Process; Mixed model 
PAC 
----1----2----3 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.19 
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Figure 010 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.85, p > .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: noncomputable 
ARIMA Process: Mixed model 
PAC 
----1----2----3 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.11 
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Figure Dll 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin~Watson Statistic: 1.06, p < .05 
Durbin H Statistic: -2.9C, p < .003 
ARIMA Process: Autoregressive 
PAC 
----1----2----3 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.25 
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Figure 012 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorre~ations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.22, p < .05 
Durbin H Statistic: -3.02, p < .002 
ARIMA Process: Autoregressive 
PAC 
----1----2----3 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.19 
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Figure 013 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.49, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: -.43, p > .OS 
ARIMA Process: Mixed model 
PAC 
----1----2----3 
- ·1 Rho ( y, y ) : -. 0 3 
21 7 
Figure 014 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC ) 













.00 ----1----2----3 Lag ----1----2----3 
-.10 
-.20 
Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.64 (inconclusive) 
Durbin H Statistic: -3.51, p < .000 
ARIMA Process: Autoregressive 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.23 
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Figure DlS 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.69, p > .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: -.35, p >.05 
ARIMA Process: No autocorrelation 
PAC 
-1 Rho ( y, y ) : -. 0 2 
21 9 
Figure 016 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.44, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: noncomputable 
ARIMA Process: Mixed aodel 
PAC 
----1----2----3 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.12 
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Figure D17 
Pooled Autocorielations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.55, p < .05 
Durbin H Statistic: -7.22, p < .000 
ARIMA Process: Mixed model 
PAC 
-1 Rho ( y, y ) : -. 2 5 
221 
Figure 018 
·Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.90, p > .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: -7.51, p < .000 
ARIMA Process: Mixed model 
PAC 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.20 
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Figure 019 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations ( PAC) 
For Three Time Lags (No-Expectancy Perceivers) 
Variable: Gaze 
AC 










.00 ----1----2-~--3 Lag 
-.10 
-.20 
Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.31, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: -.1S, p > .OS 
ARIMA Process: Autoregressive 
PAC 
----1----2----3 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.01 
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Figure 020 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: .84, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: -.01, p > .OS 
ARIMA Process: Autoregressive 
PAC 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.00 
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Figure 021 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.33, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: -3.02, p < .002 
ARIMA Process: .Autoregressive 
PAC 
----1----2--
-1 Rho ( y, y ) : -. 14 
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Figure D22 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC) 













.00 ----1----2~---3 Lag 
-.10 
-.20 
Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.03, p < .OS 
Durbin H Statistic: -2.41, p < .01 · 
ARIMA Process: Autoregressive 
PAC 
----1----2----3 
-1 Rho ( y, y ) : -. 19 
22 6 
Figure D23 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations (PAC ) 
For Three Time Lags (No-Expectancy Perceivers) 
Variable: Gestures 
AC 














Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.69, p > .05 
Durbin H Statistic: noncomputable 
ARIMA Process: No autoregression 
PAC 
----1----2----3 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.14 
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Figure 024 
Pooled Autocorrelations (AC) and Partial Autocorrelations ( PAC) 

















Durbin-Watson Statistic: 1.65 (inconclusive) 
Durbin H Statistic: -3.14, p < .001 
ARIMA Process: Mixed model 
-1 Rho(y,y ): -.13 
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APPENDIX E 
TURN BY TURN TIME-SERIES ANALYSES 
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Table El 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 1M 
I. Consistency Effect 



































































T does not match P. 
One-way influence of 
T on P. 
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Table E2 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 2F 
I . Consistency Effect ~· General D.V. I. V. B t(df=47) E Inter:eretation 
PVoc. .14 .99 ns T does not match P. 
PVoc. No influence. 
PGst. -.20 -1.45 ns T follows self. 
TVoc. .50 4.18 .000 
TVoc. 
TGst. .08 .61 ns 
II. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .07 .50 ns 
PVoc. TGst. -.04 -.28 ns 
PGst. .38 2.83 .025 
PVoc. .06 . 4 3 .000 
TVoc. PGst. .20 1.48 ns 
TGst. .30 2.42 .020 
I I I. Past Influence Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .10 .75 ns 
PVoc. 
TGst. .10 .70 ns 
PVoc. .13 .94 ns 
TVoc. 
PGst. -.08 -.56 ns 
231 
Table E3 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 3F 
I. Consistency Effect 







































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 4F 
I . Consistency Effect ~· General D.V. I. V. B t(df=71) E InterEretation 
PVoc. -.02 -.13 ns T does not match P. 
PVoc. No influence. 
PGst. -.05 -.36 ns 
TVoc. -.63 -6.04 .000 
TVoc. 
TGst. .60 5.76 .opo 
II. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. -.40 -1.51 ns 
PVoc. TGst. .45 1.69 ns 
PGst. .64 6.24 .000 
PVoc. -.10 -2.14 .030 
TVoc. PGst. .00 .09 ns 
TGst. .93 25.27 .000 
I I I. Past Influence Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. -.16 -.51 ns 
PVoc. 
TGst. .17 .53 ns 
PVoc. -.02 -.48 ns 
TVoc. 
PGst. -.11 -2.26 ns 
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Table ES 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad SF 
I. Consistency Effect 







II. Simultaneity Effect 































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 6F 
I . Consistency Effect ~· General D.V. I. V. B t(df=43) E InterEretation 
PVoc. -.66 -5.21 .000 One-way influence of 
PVoc. p on T. 
PGst. .56 4.21 .000 
TVoc. .05 . 34 ns 
TVoc. 
TGst. -.09 -.62 ns 
I I. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .14 1.08 ns 
PVoc. TGst. -.17 -1.29 ns 
PGst. .83 10.55 .000 
PVoc. .16 .98 ns 
TVoc. PGst. -.07 -.43 ns 
TGst. .80 8.45 .000 
III. Past Influence Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. -.12 -.95 ns 
PVoc. 
TGst. .14 1.17 ns 
PVoc. . 4 6 2.70 .010 
TVoc. 
PGst. -.41 -2.46 .015 
Table E7 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 7F 
I. Consistency Effect 











































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 8M 
I . Consistency Effect ~- General 
D.V. I. V. B t(df=51) E Inter:eretation 
PVoc. -.18 -1.29 ns No influence. 
PVoc. 
PGst. -.02 - . 15 ns 
TVoc. . 15 1.09 ns 
TVoc. 
TGst. -.1S -1.06 ns 
I I. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. -.06 -.37 ns 
PVoc. TGst. .08 .47 ns 
PGst. .32 2.56 . 015 
PVoc. -.04 -.37 ns 
TVoc. PGst. .02 .14 ns 
TGst. .63 6.02 .000 
III. Past Influence Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .04 . 25 ns 
PVoc. 
TGst. -.04 -.22 ns 
PVoc. .12 1.03 ns 
TVoc. 
PGst. -.06 -.58 ns 
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Table E9 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 9F 
I . Consistency Effect ~- General D.V. I. V. B t(df=49) E InterEretation 
PVoc. -.06 . 4 4 ns No influence and T 
PVoc. tends not to follow 
PGst. -.04 -.26 ns self. 
TVoc. -.70 -6.04 .000 
TVoc. 
TGst. .77 6.18 .000 
II. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I.V. 
TVoc. .06 .55 ns 
PVoc. TGst. .04 .40 ns 
PGst. .04 . 40 ns 
PVoc. .10 .52 ns 
TVoc. PGst. -.10 -.56 ns 
TGst. .45 4.35 .000 
III. Past Influence Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .04 -.39 ns 
PVoc. 
TGst. -.04 -.39 ns 
PVoc. -.07 -.39 ns 
TVoc. 
PGst. -.03 -.15 ns 
Table ElO 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 10M 
I. Consistency Effect 



































































No influence . 
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Table Ell 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 
I. Consistency Effect 
















ns No influence. 
ns 
.010 
TGst. No target gestures (Constant) 






TVoc. PGst. .16 
TGst. 
























Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 12M 
I. Consistency Effect 








- . 18 
.16 
-.16 





























































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 13F 
I. Consistency Effect 







































2 . 17 
-2.23 






























One-way influence of 
P on T. Both talk 
at the same time. 
Table E14 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 14F 
I. Consistency Effect 
























• 3 0 
-.16 
.74 
















































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 15F 
I. Consistency Effect 



























III. Past Influence Effect 











































One-way influence of 
T on P. 
244 
Table E16 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 16F 
I . Consistency Effect ~· General D.V. I. V. 8 t(df=51) 
.E Inter12retation 
PVoc. .54 3.42 . 005 No influence . p 
PVoc. follows self. 
PGst. -. 41 -2.48 .012 
TVoc. -.13 -.95 ns 
TVoc. 
TGst. .15 1.16 ns 
I I. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .10 .58 ns 
PVoc. TGst. -.10 -.63 ns 
PGst. .73 8.17 .000 
PVoc. .06 .52 ns 
TVoc. PGst. -.04 -.38 ns 
TGst. .84 12.03 .000 
III. Past Influence Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .10 .58 ns 
PVoc. 
TGst. -.13 -.78 ns 
PVoc. -.21 -1.60 ns 
TVoc. 
PGst. .30 2.40 .013 
Table E17 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 17F 
I. Consistency Effect 



































































No influence. T 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 18M 
I. Consistency Effect 













































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 19M 
I. Consistency Effect 







































































T is influenced by 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 20M 
I . Consistency Effect ~· General D.V. I. V. B t(df=48) E Inter:eretation 
PVoc. .02 .11 ns p is influenced by 
PVoc. T. T does not 
PGst. -.10 -.74 ns follo\v self. 
TVoc . -.70 -6.26 .000 
TVoc. 
TGst. . 13 1.03 ns 
I I. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .08 .68 ns 
PVoc. TGst. .14 1.28 ns 
PGst. .73 7.49 .000 
PVoc. .14 .86 ns 
TVoc. PGst. -.04 -.26 ns 
TGst. .34 2.92 .006 
III. Past Influence Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .27 2.28 .030 
PVoc. 
TGst. -.22 -1.88 ns 
PVoc. .23 1.42 ns 
TVoc. 
PGst. -.17 -1.03 ns 
Table E21 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 21F 
I. Consistency Effect 































TGst. -. 09 








































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Friendly-Expectancy Condition 
Friendly-expectancy Dyad 22M 
I . Consistency Effect ~- General D.V. I. V. B t(df=75) E Inter:eretation 
PVoc. -.13 -1.13 ns T follows self & 
PVoc. influences P. 
PGst. -.10 -.92 ns 
TVoc. .52 5.09 .000 
TVoc. 
TGst. -.24 -2.44 .014 
I I. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .20 1.61 ns 
PVoc. TGst. -.19 -1.60 ns 
PGst. .15 1.41 ns 
PVoc. .11 1.16 ns 
TVoc. PGst. -.03 -.35 ns 
TGst. .40 4.36 .000 
III. Past Infl uen·ce Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .36 2.98 .007 
PVoc. 
TGst. .02 .20 ns 
PVoc. .09 .96 ns 
TVoc. 
PGst. . 0 3 .30 ns 
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Table E23 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad ·1F 
I. Consistency Effect 
D.V. I.V. B t(df=72) 
PVoc. -.13 -1.22 
PVoc. 
PGst. -.01 -.01 









P is influenced by 
T. Both compete for 
the floor. 
TGst. No target gestures (Constant) 






TVoc. PGst. -.25 
TGst. 
III. Past Influence Effect 






















Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 2F 
I. Consistency Effect 











































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 3F 
I. Consistency Effect 






































































T is influenced by 
P. Neither follows 
self. 
Table E26 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 4F 
I. Consistency Effect 











































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad SF 
I. Consistency Effect 
D.V. I.V. B t(df=44) 
PVoc. -.03 -.16 
PVoc. 
PGst. -.08 -.52 
TVoc. -.59 -5.01 
TVoc. 
TGst. .19 1.48 
II. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I.V. 
TVoc. -.02 -.13 
PVoc. TGst. -.00 -.03 
PGst. .76 8.48 
PVoc. -.04 -.21 
TVoc. PGst. .03 .18 
TGst. .55 4.91 
III. Past Influence Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .14 1.24 
PVoc. 
TGst. -.00 -.03 
PVoc. .12 .63 
TVoc. 
























Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 6M 
I. Consistency Effect 






































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 7F 
I. Consistency Effect 











II. Simultaneity Effect 

























































P is influenced by 
T. 
Table E30 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 8F 
I. Consistency Effect 











































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 9M 
I. Consistency Effect 







































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 10F 
I. Consistency Effect 











II. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I.V. 
TVoc. -.23 
PVoc. TGst. .14 
PGst. .41 
PVoc. -.17 
TVoc. PGst. .02 
TGst. .61 
III. Past Influence Effect 







































No influence. T 
follows self while P 
does not. 
Table E33 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 11F 
I. Consistency Effect 











II. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I.V. 
TVoc. -.11 
PVoc. TGst. -.11 
PGst. .27 
PVoc. -.06 
TVoc. PGst. .18 
TGst. .35 













































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 12F 
I. Consistency Effect 



































































No influence. T 





Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 13M 
I. Consistency Effect 



































































P is influenced by 
T. 
Table E36 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 14M 
I. Consistency Effect 











II. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I.V. 
TVoc. -.01 
PVoc. TGst. -.03 
PGst. .72 
PVoc. -.03 
TVoc. PGst. -.06 
TGst. .42 












































No influence . 
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Table E37 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 15F 
I. Consistency Effect 











II. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I.V. 
TVoc. -.15 
PVoc. TGst. .03 
PGst. .45 
PVoc. -.24 
TVoc. PGst. -.04 
TGst. .30 
















































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 16F 
I. Consistency Effect 



































































No influence. T 




~yad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 17M 
I. Consistency Effect 











II. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I.V. 
TVoc. -.19 
PVoc. TGst. .29 
PGst. .51 
PVoc. -.11 
TVoc. PGst. .04 
TGst. .85 
III. Past Influence Effect 













































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 18F 
I . Consistency Effect ~- General D.V. I. V. B t(df=48) £ Inter12retation 
PVoc. .13 .65 ns T is influenced by 
PVoc. P. Both compete 
PGst. -.26 -1.46 ns for the floor. 
TVoc. .01 .12 ns 
TVoc. 
TGst. -.27 -2.91 .006 
I I. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. .39 2.51 .015 
PVoc. TGst. -.07 -.49 ns 
PGst. .76 7.49 .000 
PVoc. .30 2.49 .015 
TVoc. PGst. -.39 -3.28 .004 
TGst. .56 6.54 .000 
III. Past Influence Effect 
D.V. I. V. 
TVoc. 
--.22 -1.81 ns 
PVoc. 
TGst. .26 2.37 .030 
PVoc. .76 5.74 .000 
TVoc. 
PGst. -.57 -4.21 .000 
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Table E41 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly~Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 19M 
I. Consistency Effect 






































































In te rpreta t "i on 
T is influenced by 
P. P does not 
follow self . 
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Table E40 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 18F 
I. Consistency Effect 








- . 26 
.01 
-.27 
II. Simultaneity Effect 



























































T is influenced by 
P. Both compete 
for the floor. 
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Table E41 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 19M 
I. Consistency Effect 











II. Simultaneity Effect 
D. V·. I. V. 
TVoc. -.07 
PVoc. TGst. .05 
PGst. .46 
PVoc. -.04 
TVoc. PGst. -.17 
TGst. .69 












































T is influenced by 
P. P does not 
follow self . 
Table E42 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis ~f Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 20F · 
I. Consistency Effect 







































































No influence. P 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 21M 
I. Consistency Effect 










































3 . 15 
-.31 
































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
Unfriendly-Expectancy Condition 
Unfriendly-expectancy Dyad 22F 
I. Consistency Effect 































































P is influenced 
by T. P follows 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad lF 
I. Consistency Effect 








































































No influence. P 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 2M 
I. Consistency Effect 








































































P is influenced 
by T. P follows 
self while T 
does not . 
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Table E47 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 3F 
I. Consistency Effect 
D.V. I.V. B 
PVoc. -.36 
PVoc. 

















































.000 . No influence. 
Neither follows 















Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk ~urns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 4M 
I. Consistency Effect 








































































No influence. P 
follows self 
while T does not. 
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Table E49 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad SF 
I. Consistency Effect 








































































P is influenced 
by T. P follows 




Dyad by Dyad Time~Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy - Dyad 6F 
I. Consistency Effect 








































































No influence. T 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 7F 
I. Consistency Effect 









• 3 0 
-.33 





























































No influence. T 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 8F 
I. Consistency Effect 













































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 9F 
I. Consistency Effect 











II. Simultaneity Effect 
































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 10M 
I. Consistency Effect 







































































to P and does 
not follow self. 
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Table E55 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad llF 
I. Consistency Effect 








































































P is influenced 
by T. Both 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 12M 
I. Consistency Effect 









































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 13F 
I . Consistency Effect ~· D.V. I. V. B t(df=57) E 
PVoc. .28 2.24 . 035 
PVoc. 
PGst. No gestures (Constant) 
TVoc. .14 1.12 ns 
TVoc. 
TGst. -.18 -1.50 ns 
II. Simultaneity Effect 
D.V. I.V. 
TVoc. -.32 -1.28 ns 
PVoc. TGst. .26 1.08 ns 
PGst. 
PVoc. -.09 -1.24 ns 
TVoc. PGst. 
TGst. .81 12.12 .000 
III. Past Influence Effect 























Dyad by Dyad Time-Series ·Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 14M 
I. Consistency Effect 













































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 15M 
I. Consistency Effect 








- . 02 
-.31 
.13 


























3 . 46 


































T is influenced 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 16F 
I. Consistency Effect 












































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series ·Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 17F 
I. Consistency Effect 








































































P is influenced 
by T. Neither 
follows self. Both 
compete for the 
floor . 
Table E62 
Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 18M 
I. Consistency Effect 
D.V. I.V. B 























































No influence . 
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Table E63 
·Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 19M 
I. Consistency Effect 












































































Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 20F 
I. Consistency Effect 








































































No influence. T 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 21F 
I. Consistency Effect 






































III. Past Influence Effect 
D.V. I.V. 
TVoc. .10 .79 
PVoc. 
TGst. -.01 -.09 
PVoc. -.14 -1.17 
TVoc. 



















No influence. T 




Dyad by Dyad Time-Series Analysis of Talk Turns for 
No-Expectancy Condition 
No-expectancy Dyad 22F 
I. Consistency Effect 
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